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5203. Also, petition of the International Union of United
Furniture Workers of America, urging enactment of the
wage-hour bill; to the Committee on Labor.

5204. Also, petition of the United Federal Workers of
America, urging enactment of the Federal Workers’ Mini-
mum Wage Act; to the Committee on the Civil Service.

5205. By Mr. KEOGH_: Petition of the conference of may-
ors and other municipal officials of the State of New York,
opposing the Senate amendment to the Federal Highway
Act; to the Committee on Roads.

5206. By Mr. BOYLAN of New York: Letter from the
Quartermen and Leadingmen’s Association, Brooklyn Navy
Yard, protesting against suspension of leadingmen and quar-
termen at navy yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

5207. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the County of Los
Angeles Board of Supervisors, Los Angeles, Calif., petitioning
consideration of their resolution dated May 10, 1938, with
reference to House bill 4199, known as the General Welfare
Act; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

SENATE
MoNDAY, MAY 23, 1938
(Legislative day of Wednesday, April 20, 1938)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration

of the recess.
THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BargLEY, and by unanimous consent,
the reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the calendar
day Thursday, May 19, 1938, was dispensed with, and the
Journal was approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President of the United
States were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one of
his secretaries.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Adams Copeland Hughes Pepper
Andrews Davis Johnson, Calif. Pittman
Austin Dieterich Johnson, Colo. Pope

Balley Donahey King Radcliffe
Bankhead Duffy Lee Reynolds
Barkley Ellender Lodge Russell
Berry Frazier Logan Schwartz
Bilbo George Lonergan Schwellenbach
Bone Gerry Lundeen Bheppard
Borah Gibson McAdoo Shipstead
Bridges Gillette McGill Bmathers
Brown, N. H. Glass McEellar ith
Bulkley Green McNary Thomas, Utah
Bulow Gufley Maloney Towngend
Burke Hale Miller Truman
Byrd Harrison Minton Tydings
Byrnes Hatch Murray Vandenberg
Capper Hayden Neely Van Nuys
Caraway Herring Norrls Wagner
Chavez Nye ‘Walsh
Clark Hitchecock O'Mahoney ‘Wheeler
Connally Holt Overton White

" Mr. MINTON. I announce that the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. AsaoursT] and the Senator from Oregon [Mr. REAMES]
are detained from the Senate because of illness.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCarraN] is absent be-
cause of a death in his family.

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. Brown], the Senator
from Illinocis [Mr. LEwis], the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. Mmiron]l, and the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr,
TroMAs] are detained on important public business.

Mr. NORRIS. I announce that the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. La ForreTTE] is detained from the Senate on public
business.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-eight Senators have
answered to their names. A quorum is present.

JOINT RESOLUTION REPORTED DURING RECESS

Under the authority of the order of the Senate of the

18th instant, Mr, Apams, from the Committee on Appropria-
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tions, to which was referred the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
679) making appropriations for work relief, relief, and other=
wise to increase employment by providing loans and grants

.for public-works projects, reported it on May 21, 1938, with

amendments, and submitted a report (No. 1812) thereon.
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED DURING RECESS

Under authority of the order of the Senate of the 19th
instant, the Vice President, on May 20, 1938, signed the
enrolled bill (H. R. 8837) making appropriations for the
Executive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, and offices, for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1939, and for other purposes, which had previously
been signed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives.

REBUILDING OF SOIL FERTILITY—PHOSFHORUS DEPOSITS

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate
a message from the President of the United States and states
to the Senate that the message has been read in the House,
is in the REecorp, and has been made a public document.
With the permission of the Senate, the Chair will have the
message printed in the Recorp, without reading, and referred
to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

There being no objection, the message from the President
of the United States was referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry and ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

To the Congress of the United States:
The soil of the United States faces a continuing loss of its

productive capacity.

That is a challenging statement. It would seem, therefore,
to be the part of wisdom for the Government and the people
of the United States to adopt every possible method to stop
this loss and begin to rebuild soil fertility.

We give the name of “soil conservation” to the problem as
a whole; and we are already active in our efforts to retard
and prevent soil erosion, and by the more intelligent use of
land to build up its crop, its pasturage, and its tree-produc-
ing capacity.

As a result of the studies and tests of modern science it
has come to be recognized that phosphorus is a necessary
element in human, in animal, and in plant nutrition. The
phosphorus content of our land, following generations of cul-
tivation, has greatly diminished. It needs replenishing. The
necessity for wider use of phosphates and the conservation
of our supplies of phosphates for future generations is, there-
fore, a matter of great public concern. We cannot place our
agriculture upon a permanent basis unless we give it heed.

I cannot overemphasize the importance of phosphorus, not
only to agriculture and soil conservation but also to the
physical health and economic security of the people of the
Nation. Many of our soil types are deficient in phosphorus,
thus causing low yields and poor quality of crops and
pastures.

Indeed, much of the present accelerated soil erosion in the
United States has taken place, and is still taking place, on
land that has either been abandoned or is ready to be aban-
doned because of a low productivity brought about by failure
to maintain the fertilizing elements in the soil. In many
cases the reclaiming of eroded land is largely a matter of
stimulating plant growth such as legumes and grasses, but
hand in hand with this we must also replenish the actual
rhosphorus content of the soil.

Recent estimates indicate that the removal of phosphorus
from the soils of the United States by harvested crops,
grazing, erosion, and leaching greatly exceeds the addition
of phosphorus to the soil through the means of fertilizers,
animal manures and bedding, rainfall, irrigation, and seeds.

It appears that even with a complete control of erosion,
which obviously is impossible, a high level of productivity
will not be maintained unless phosphorus is returned to the
soil at a greater rate than is being done at present. In-
creases by the addition of phosphorus to the soil must be
made largely, if not entirely, in the form of fertilizers which
are derived principally from phosphate rock.
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Therefore, the question of continuous and adequate sup-
plies of phosphate rock directly concerns the national wel-
fare.

The total known world supply of phosphate rock is esti-
mated at 17.2 billion tons, of which 7.2 billion tons is lo-
cated in the United States. Nearly all the remainder is
controlled by Great Britain, France, and Russia. The sup-
ply in the United States is distributed as follows: Florida,
7.4 percent; Tennessee, 1.4 percent; Western States (Idaho,
Montana, Utah, and Wyoming), 90.8 percent; and other
States (Arkansas, Kentucky, South Carolina, and Virginia),
0.4 percent. The domestic production of phosphate rock
amounted to 3,351,857 tons in 1936, drawn from Florida
(78.3 percent), Tennessee (19.2 percent), and Idaho and
Montana (2.5 percent). Exports of phosphate rock
amounted to 1,208,951 tons, almost entirely from Florida,
and consumption of phosphate rock for nonagricultural
purposes totaled 352,275 tons.

Thus it appears that of the total domestic production of
phosphate rock only 53 percent was used for domestic agri-
cultural purposes.

Owing to their location in relation to the principal fertili-
zer-consuming districts, the Florida and Tennessee deposits,
which contain less than 10 percent of the Nation’s supply,
are furnishing more than 97 percent of all the phosphate
rock used for domestic agricultural purposes. Under pres-
ent conditions, by far the greater portion of our phosphate
requirements will continue to be drawn from the Florida
and Tennessee deposits so long as these deposits last. When
it is realized that the consumption of phosphatic fertilizer
must be increased considerably if our soils are to be main-
tained reasonably near their present levels of fertility, which
in many cases are far below the levels necessary for an effi-
cient agriculture, it becomes apparent that the deposits of
Florida and Tennessee will last but a comparatively short

It is hardly necessary to emphasize the desirability of con-
serving these deposits to the fullest extent for the benefit of
agriculture in the East, the South, and a considerable por-
tion of the Middle West.

At the same time serious attention should be given to the
development of the western phosphate deposits in order that
they may be made to serve economically the widest possible
territory. It is evident that our main reliance for an ade-
quate supply of phosphate must eventually be placed on our
western deposits.

As of December 1, 1936, the Government owned 2,124,904
acres of proven and potential phosphate lands in Idaho, Mon-
tana, Utah, and Wyoming, and 66,916 acres in Florida. The
Government owns no extensive areas of phosphate land in
other States. Although an exact estimate of the tonnage of
phosphate rock on Government land is not available, the
quantity in the western reserve no doubt exceeds 5,000,000,000
tons. It appears that only a small portion of the Florida
supply is on Government land.

I call your special attention to the interesting and valuable
work of the Tennessee Valley Authority and the Department
of Agriculture in devising new processes for treating phos-
phate rock and for using the new types of phosphate prod-
ucts, This work promises to make the great western de-
posits available to a large area of America.

These developments by themselves, however, will not lessen
the drain on the comparatively small deposits in Tennessee
and Florida because the methods of treatment can be used
as well on these deposits as on those in the West. Inas-
much as the deposits in Tennessee and Florida are, and will
continue to be, of vital importance to American agriculture,
it is to the national interest that they be conserved to the
fullest extent.

The disposition of our phosphate deposits should be re-
garded as a national concern. The situation appears to offer
an opportunity for this Nation to exercise foresight in the use
of a great national resource heretofore almost unknown in
our plans for the development of the Nation.

I invite the especial attention of the Congress to the very
large percentage of known phosphate rock which is on Gov-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

7217

ernment-owned land—probably three-quarters of the whole
supply; and to the fact that the eastern supply, while in pri-
vate ownership, is today being exported in such quantities
that when and if it is wholly depleted, eastern farms will
mto depend for their phosphate supply on the far western

It is, therefore, high time for the Nation to adopt a na-
tional policy for the production and conservation of phos-
phates for the benefit of this and coming generations.

To the end that continuous and adequate supplies be in-
sured, and that efficient forms of this key element, phospho-
rus, be available at the lowest cost throughout the country, I
recommend that a joint committee of the Senate and of the
House of Representatives be named to give study to the en-
tire subject of phosphate resources, their use and service to
American agriculture, and to make report to the next
Congress.

FraNKLIN D. ROOSEVELT.

THE WHITE HousE, May 20, 1938.

Mr. POPE. Mr. President, in connection with the Presi-
dent’s message dealing with the subject of phosphates I ask
consent to introduce a joint resolution for the appointment
of a committee of the House and Senate as recommended by
the President, and I ask that it be referred to the Committee
to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the joint res-
olution will be received and referred as indicated.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 298) to create a joint con-
gressional committee to investigate the adequacy and use of
the phosphate resources of the United States was read twice
by its title and referred to the Committee to Audit and Con-
trol the Contingent Expenses of the Senate.

DEPOSITS OF MINERALS IN PACIFIC NORTHWEST

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter from
the Acting Secretary of the Interior, reporting in response to
Senate Resolution 243, agreed to March 1, 1938, a report on
the best methods of ascertaining ways and means of utiliz-
ing deposits of minerals in the Pacific Northwest which are
susceptible of reduction by electrometallurgical processes,
which was referred to the Committee on Mines and Mining.

ACCOUNTS OF FORMER DISBURSING OFFICERS OF VETERANS'
ADMINISTRATION

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter from
the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to allow credit in the accounts of cer=
tain former disbursing officers of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion, and for other purposes, which, with the accompanying
papers, was referred to the Committee on Claims,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution
adopted at Baton Rouge, La., by the Louisiana Public Wel-
fare Association, favoring amendment of the Social Security
Act so as to provide for increased Federal participation in
the funds granted to States for assistance to dependent chil-
dren, which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted by
Boards of Supervisors of Los Angeles County, Calif., Lake of
the Woods County, Minn., and Skagit County, Wash., favoring
the enactment of House bill 4199, providing for a maximum
pension of $200 monthly for all persons reaching 60 years of
age who thereafter retire from gainful employment, which
were referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also laid before the Senate a telegram in the nature of
a petition of faculty members of Princeton University and
of the Institute for Advanced Study, of Princeton, N. J.,
praying the enactment of Senate Joint Resolution 288, re-
pealing the joint resolution to prohibit the export of arms,
ammunition, and implements of war from the United States
to Spain, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted at
Dallas, Tex., by Lodge No. 181 of the Switchmen’s Union of
North America and associated lodges and auxiliaries of Dal-
las and Fort Worth, Tex., favoring, in the event of any
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national consolidation of railroads, that consideration be
given by Congress and representatives of the railway industry
to the status of the service and the junior men released as
provided under all policies of seniority rules, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

He also laid before the Senate the petition of Ralph EKap-
lan, of Brooklyn, N. Y., praying for the enactment of Senate
bill 2475, to establish fair labor standards in employment,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted at
French Lick, Ind., by the governing and advisory boards of
the Associated General Contractors of America protesting
against proposed reductions in the amounts set aside for
secondary roads and other Federal highway aid in the House
bill 10140, to amend the Federal Aid Road Act, approved
July 11, 1916, as amended and supplemented, and for other
poses, which was ordered to lie on the table.

He also laid before the Senate petitions of sundry citizens
of the States of New Jersey, New York, and Washington
praying for the enactment of the President’s proposed re-
covery program, which were ordered to lie on the table.

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the
Board of Port Commissioners of Oakland, Calif., protesting
against the enactment of House bill 1668, to amend para-
graph (1) of section 4 of the Interstate Commerce Act, as
amended February 28, 1920 (U. S. C,, title 49, sec. 4), which
was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. VANDENBERG presented petitions of sundry citizens
of the State of Michigan, praying for the repeal of the so-
called Wagner Labor Relations Act, which were referred to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of the State
of Michigan, praying for the immediate removal from China
of all United States armed forces, which was referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Detroit,
Mich., praying for the enactment of legislation providing in-
creased pay and other benefits for the personnel of the
Regular Military Establishment, which was referred to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

Mr. WALSH presented a resolution adopted by Local No.
441, Boston (Mass.) Federation of Teachers, protesting
against a recent ruling limiting the annual cost per employee
to $1,000 on any project of the Works Progress Administra-
tion, which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

He also presented numerous letters in the nature of peti-
tions from sundry employees of the post offices at Boston,
Fitchburg, and Lecminster, Mass., praying for the enactment
of House bill 2690, granting annual and sick leave with pay
to substitutes in the Postal Service, which were referred to
the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented a resolution adopted by the eighteenth
annual convention of the League of Women Voters of the
State of Massachusetts, favoring the adoption of certain
child-labor provisions in the enactment of Senate bill 2474,
to establish fair labor standards in employment, which was
ordered to lie on the table.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. HUGHES, from the Committee on Claims, to which
were referred the following bills, reported them severally
without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

S.3405. A bill conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of
Claims of the United States to hear, examine, adjudicate,
and render judgment on the claim of the legal representative
of the estate of Rexford M. Smith (Rept. No. 1849);

5.3797. A bill for the relief of C. G. Bretting Manufac-
turing Co. (Rept. No. 1813);

H. R.7734. A bill conferring jurisdiction upon the United
States District Court for the Southern District of Ohio to
hear, defermine, and render judgment upon the claim of
A. L. Eldridge (Rept. No. 1814) ; and

H.R.8376. A bill for the relief of James D. Larry, Sr.
(Rept. No. 1815). :

Mr. HUGHES also, from the Committee on Claims, to
which was referred the bill (S. 2702) for the relief of James
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A. Ellsworth, reported it with an amendment and submitted
a report (No., 1816) thereon.

Mr. BAILEY, from the Committee on Claims, to which
were referred the following bills, reported them severally
without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

H.R.2347. A bill for the relief of Drs. M. H. DePass and
John E. Maines, Jr., and the Alachua County Hospital (Rept.
No. 1817);

H.R.4033. A bill for the relief of Antonio Masci (Rept.
No. 1818) ;

H.R.5904. A bill for the relief of L. P. McGown (Rept.
No. 1819) ;

H.R.5957. A bill for the relief of LeRoy W. Henry (Rept.
No. 1820);

H.R.6847. A bill for the relief of the Berkeley County
Hospital and Dr. J. N. Walsh (Rept. No. 1821);

H.R.7040. A bill for the relief of Forest Lykins (Rept.
No. 1822) ;

H.R.8543. A bill for the relief of Earl J. Lipscomb (Rept.
No. 1823);

H.R.8835. A bill for the relief of Fred H. Eocor (Rept.
No. 1824) ;

H.R.9199. A bill for the relief of Helen M. Krekler and
the estate of Kemp Plummer (Rept. No. 1825) ;

H.R.9201. A bill for the relief of the Federal Land Bank
of Berkeley, Calif., and A. E. Colby (Rept. No. 1826): and

H.R.9203. A bill for the relief of certain postmasters and
certain contract employees who conducted postal stations
(Rept. No. 1827).

Mr. BATLEY also, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (8. 3817) for the relief of John Has-
lam, reported it with an amendment and submitted a report
(No. 1828) thereon.

He also (for Mr. BRowN of Michigan), from the same com-
mittee, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 1252) for the
relief of Ellen Kline, reported it without amendment and
submitted a report (No. 1829) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred
the following bills, reported them each with an amendment
and submitted reports thereon:

H.R.738. A bill for the relief of Asa C. Ketcham (Rept.
No. 1830) ; and

S5.2412. An act for the relief of A. Pritzker & Sons, Inc.
(Rept. No. 1831).

Mr. BURKE, from the Committee on Claims, to which was
referred the bill (8. 3971) for the relief of Frieda White,
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No.
1832) thereon.

Mr. TOWNSEND, from the Committee on Claims, to which
were referred the following bills, reported them severally
without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

H.R.1737. A bill for the relief of Marie Frantzen Mec-
Donald (Rept. No. 1833) ;

H.R.3313. A bill for the relief of William A. Fleek (Rept.
No. 1834) ;

H.R. 4668. A bill for the relief of James Shimkunas (Rept.
No. 1835) ; and

H.R.6646. A bill for the relief of Dr. A. J. Cottrell (Rept.
No. 1836). .

Mr. TOWNSEND also, from the Committee on Claims, to
which was referred the bill (H, R. 4258) for the relief of
Barbara Jean Matthews, a minor, reported it with an
amendment and submitted a report (No. 1837) thereon.

Mr. LOGAN, from the Committee on Claims, to which
were referred the following bill and resolution, reported them
each without amendment and submitted a report thereon
as indicated:

8.3225. A bill for the relief of Otto C. Asplund (Rept.
No. 1838) ; and

S. Res. 270. Resolution referring to the Court of Claims the
bill (S. 3869) for the relief of Ida F. Braun and others.

Mr. LOGAN also, from the Committee on Claims, to which
were referred the following bills, reported them each with
an amendment and submitted reports thereon:

S.3251. A bill for the relief of Alice Minnick (Rept. No.
1839) ; and
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S.3682. A bill for the relief of Lofts & Son (Rept. No.
1840).

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which were
referred the following bills, reported them severally without
amendment and submitted reports thereon:

8.3958. A bill for the relief of Grant H. Pearson, G. W.
Pearson, John C. Rumohr, and Wallace Anderson (Rept. No.
1841) ;

H.R.1476. A bill for the relief of Mrs. W. E. Bouchey
(Rept. No. 1842) ;

H.R.4304. A bill for the relief of Hugh O'Farrell and the
estate of Thomas Gaffney (Rept. No. 1843) ; and

H.R.6950. A bill for the relief of Andrew J. McGarraghy
(Rept. No. 1844).

Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee on Claims, to which
were referred the following bills, reported them severally with-
out amendment and submitted reports thereon:

S.3692. A hill to authorize and direct the Comptroller
General of the United States to allow credit for all outstand-
ing disallowances and suspensions in the accounts of the
disbursing officers or agents of the Government for payments
made to certain employees appointed by the United States
Employees’ Compensation Commission (Rept. No. 1845) ;

H.R.7548. A bill for the relief of J. Lafe Davis and the
estate of Mrs. J. Lafe Davis (Reptf. No. 1846) ; and

H.R.7639. A bill for the relief of Al D. Romine and Ann
Romine (Rept. No. 1847).

Mr. GUFFEY, from the Committee on Finance, to which
was referred the bill (H. R. 8665) to amend section 3336 of
the Revised Statutes, as amended, pertaining to brewers’
bonds, and for other purposes, reported it without amendment
and submitted a report (No. 1851) thereon.

Mr. WAGNER, from the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, to which was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res.
286) amending paragraph (4) of subsection (n) of section
12B of the Federal Reserve Act, as amended, reported it with-
out amendment and submitted a report (No. 1852) thereon.

Mr. BANKHEAD, from the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, to which was referred the bill (H. R, 10530) to extend
for 2 additional years the 3'2-percent interest rate on certain
Federal land-bank loans, and to provide for a 4-percent in-
terest rate on Land Bank Commissioner’s loans until July 1,
1940, reported it without amendment and submitted a report
(No. 1853) thereon.

Mr, BILBO, from the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry, to which was referred the bill (S. 3706) to establish and
promote the use of standard methods of grading cottonseed,
to provide for the collection and dissemination of information
on prices and grades of cottonseed and cottonseed products,
and for other purposes, reported it with amendments and
submitted a report (No. 1854) thereon.

Mr. MCNARY, from the Committee on Commerce, to which
was referred the hill (S, 3048) authorizing the Secretary of
Commerce to convey a certain tract of land to the State of
Oregon for use as a public park and recreational site, re-
ported it without amendment and submitted a report (No.
1855) thereon.

Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to
which were referred the following bills, reported them each
without amendment and submitted reports thereon:

H.R.T421. A bill for the relief of E. D. Frye (Rept. No.
1856) ; and

H. R.8192. A bill for the relief of Herbert Joseph Dawson
(Rept. No. 1857).

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Commerce, to
which was recommitted the bill (S. 3892) creating the City
of Dubugue Bridge Commission and authorizing said com-
mission and its successors to purchase and/or construct,
maintain, and operate a bridge or bridges across the Missis-
sippi River at or near Dubuque, Iowa, and East Dubuque, Ill.,
reported it with amendments and submitted a report (No.
1858) thereon.

He also, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which
was referred the bill (S. 3886) for the relief of Otis M. Culver,
Samuel E. Abbey, and Joseph Reger, reported it with amend-
ments and submitted a report (No. 1859) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred
the bill (S. 3513) to authorize the Chief of Engineers of the
Army to enter into agreements with local governments ad-
jacent to the District of Columbisa for the use of water for
purposes of fire fighting only, reported it with an amend-
ment and submitted a report (No. 1860) thereon.

Mr. CLARK, from the Committee on Finance, to which was
referred the bill (S. 3600) to amend section 503 of the Reve-
nue Act of 1936 so as to authorize the use of accounting and
registering devices for paying or collecting certain revenue
taxes, reported it with amendments and submitted a report
(No. 1861) thereon.

Mr. COPELAND, from the Committee on Commerce, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 10298) authorizing the
construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works
on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes, reported it
with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1862) thereon.

INCREASE OF ALLOWANCE TO CERTAIN WAR VETERANS

Mr. GEORGE. From the Committee on Finance I report
back favorably, without amendment, the bill (H. R. 8729)
granting pensions and increase of pensions to needy war vet-
erans, and I submit a report (No. 1850) thereon.

I give notice that at the earliest possible time I shall move
to proceed with the consideration of this bill. It is a bill
which increases the non-service-connected disability allow-
ance from $30 to $40 per month.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the report will
be received and the bill placed on the calendar.

JOINT CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE ON THE TAXATION OF GOVERN-
MENTAL SECURITIES AND SALARIES—REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE
ON FINANCE
Mr. GEORGE (for Mr. BrRown of Michigan), from the

Committee on Finance, fo which was referred the concurrent

resolution (S. Con. Res. 36) to establish a joint congressional

committee on the taxation of governmental securities and
salaries, reported it with an amendment and moved that the
resolution be referred to the Committee to Audit and Control
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, which motion was
agreed to.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

As in executive session,

Mr, McKELLAR, from the Committee on Appropriations,
reported favorably the nomination of Max William Stern, of
California, to be Director of Informational Service in the
Social Security Board.

He also, from the Committee on Post Offices and Post
Roads, reported favorably the nominations of sundry post-
masters,

Mr. HARRISON, from the Committee on Finance, reported
favorably the following nominations:

Dr. Jack L. James, to be assistant surgeon in the United
States Public Health Service, to take effect from date of
oath; and

John E. Manning, of Newark, N. J., to be collector of in=
ternal revenue for the fifth district of New Jersey, in place
of William H. Kelly, resigned.

Mr. BAILEY, from the Committee on Finance, reported
favorably the nomination of John W. Hanes, of North Caro-
lina, to be Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, to fill an
existing vacancy.

Mr. LOGAN, from the Committee on the Judiciary, reported
favorably the nomination of James B. Frazier, Jr., of Tennes-
see, to be United States attorney for the eastern district of
Tennessee.

Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, re-
ported favorably the nominations of sundry officers for pro-
motion in the Marine Corps.

Mr. SHEPPARD, from the Committee on Military Affairs,
reported favorably the nominations of sundry officers for
promotion, and for appointment, by transfer, in the Regular
Army.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED

Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,

reported that on May 19, 1938, that committee presented to
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the President of the United States the following enrolled bills
and joint resolutions:

S.51. An act for the relief of the Fred G. Clark Co.:

8.7750, An act to grant relief to persons erroneously con-
victed in courts of the United States;

5. 842. An act to provide for an investigation and report of
losses resulting from the campaign for the eradication of the
Mediterranean fruitfly by the Department of Agriculture;

S5.1242, An act for the relief of Stanley A. Jerman, receiver
for A. J. Peters Co., Inc.;

S.1465. An act for the relief of Beryl M. McHam;

S.1700. An act for the relief of William A. Patterson, Al-
bert E. Rust, Louis Pfeiffer; and John L. Nesbitt and Cora B.
Geller, as executors under the will of James T. Bentley;

S.2257. An act for the relief of Helene Landesman;

5. 2644. An act for the relief of Sherm Sletholm, Loneata
Slethholm Lulu Yates, Madeline Yates, and the estate of
Ella A. Morris;

8.2676. An act to amend the act approved August 24, 1935,
entitled “An act to authorize the erection of a suitable memo-
rial to Maj. Gen. George W. Goethals within the Canal
Zone”:

S.2966. An act authorizing the Comptroller General to
settle and adjust the claim of H. W. Adelberger, Jr.;

S.2967. An act authorizing the Comptroller General to
settle and adjust the claim of Tiffany Construction Co.;

S.3103. An act for the relief of the Comision Mixta Demar-
cadora de Limites Entre Colombia y Panama;

8S.3149. An act authorizing the Interstate Bridge Com-
mission of the State of New York and the Commonweaith of
Pennsylvania to reconstruct, maintain, and operate a free
highway bridge across the Delaware River between points in
the city of Port Jervis, Orange County, N. Y., and the bor-
ough of Matamoras, Pike County, Pa.;

5.3213. An act to amend the act entitled “An act author-
izing the Oregon-Washington Board of Trustees to construct,
maintain, and operate a toll bridge across the Columbia
River at Astoria, Clatsop County, Oreg.,” approved June 13,
1934, as amended;

S.3220. An act to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury
to transfer the title and all other interests in the old tower
clock from the Escambia County Courthouse Building, ac-
quired by the Government by deed, to the Pensacola Historical
Society of Pensacola, Escambia County, Fla.;

5. 3290. An act to impose additional duties upon the United
States Public Health Service in connection with the investi-
gation and control of the venereal diseases;

S.3532. An act to extend the times for commencing and
cempleting the construction of a bridge across the Missouri
River at or near Randolph, Mo.;

S.3595. An act to authorize the purchase and distribution
of products of the fishing industry;

S.3691. An act to provide for the appointment of additional
judges for certain United States district courts, circuit courts
of appeals, and certain courts of the United States for the
District of Columbia;

S. J. Res. 253. Joint resolution extending for 2 years the
time within which American claimants may make application
for payment, under the Settlement of War Claims Act of 1928,
of awards of the Mixed Claims Commission and the Tri-
partite Claims Commission, and extending until March 10,
1940, the time within which Hungarian claimants may make
application for payment, under the Settlement of War Claims
Act of 1928, of awards of the War Claims Arbiter;

S. J. Res. 284, Joint resolution to authorize an appropriation
for the expenses of participation by the United States in the
Third Pan American Highway Conference; and

S. J. Res. 285. Joint resolution to authorize and request the
President of the United States to invite the International
Union of Geodesy and Geophysics to hold its seventh general
assembly in the United States during the calendar year 1939,
and to invite foreign governments to participate in that gen-
eral assembly; and to authorize an appropriation to assist in
meeting the expenses necessary for participation by the
United States in the meeting.
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BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. NYE:

A bill (8. 4054) authorizing the naturalization of certain
aliens; to the Committee on Immigration.

By Mr. COPELAND:

A bill (S. 4055) to authorize the construction of certain
vessels for the Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department of
Commerce, and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, at this time I desire to reintro-
duce my bill having to do with the domestic allotment for
cotton. If this bill had been enacted, we would not be
asked at this time to appropriate so much money for relief
under the pending appropriation bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

By Mr. LEE:

A bill (S. 4056) to amend the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938, as amended, to provide a domestic allotment
plan with respect to the marketing of cotton; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah:

A bill (8. 4057) to amend the act entitled “An act authoriz-
ing an appropriation to effect a settlement of the remainder
due on Pershing Hall, a memorial already erected in Paris,
France, to the commander in chief, officers, and men of
the Expeditionary Forces, and for other purposes”, approved
June 28, 1935; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. CLARK:

A bill (S. 4058) relating to the rank and refired pay of
certain persons who have been awarded a Congressional
Medal of Honor; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. TYDINGS (by request) :

A bill (S. 4059) governing the retired pay of a chief phar-
macist’s mate, United States Navy; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

By Mr. McGILL:

A bill (S. 4060) granting a pension to S. J. Claypool; to
the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HATCH:

A bill (S. 4061) relating to funeral costs and transportation
of bodies of certain deceased veterans; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. COPELAND:

A bill (S. 4062) for the relief of Isaac Friedlander; to the
Committee on Immigration.

By Mr. PEPPER:

A bill (S. 4063) to authorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces
in commemoration of the commencement on March 2, 1937,
of the historical restoration program at St. Augustine, Fla.;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

(Mr., Pore introduced Senate Joint Resolution 298, which
was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control tne
Contingent Expenses of the Senate and appears under a
separate heading.)

By Mr. BAILEY:

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 299) directing the Secretary
of the Treasury, effective June 30, 1938, to cease buying silver
other than newly mined domestic silver; to the Committee
on Finance.

By Mr. OMAHONEY:

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 300) to create a temporary
National Economic Commitiee; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. COPELAND:

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 301) to amend the Naturali-
zation Act of June 29, 1906 (34 Stat. 596), as amended; to
the Committee on Immigration.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

On motion by Mr. Georce, the Committee on Finance was
dischargd from the further consideration of the bill (S. 1298)
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granting an inecrease of pension to Charles Adkins, and it
.was referred to the Committee on Pensions.

RELIEF AND WORK RELIEF APPROPRIATIONS—AMENDMENTS

Mr. LODGE submitted amendments intended to be pro-
posed by him to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 679) making
appropriations for work relief, relief, and otherwise to in-
crease employment by providing loans and grants for public-
works projects, which were ordered fo lie on the table and
to be printed.

CONSTRUCTION AND REHABILITATION AT MILITARY POSTS—

AMENDMENTS

Mr. SHEPPARD submitted amendments intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (S. 4000) to authorize appropri-
ations for construction and rehabilitation at military posts,
and for other purposes, which were ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

PUBLIC WORKS ON RIVERS AND HARBORS—AMENDMENT

Mr. SHEPPARD submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 10618) authorizing the
construction of certain public works on rivers and harbors
for flood control, and for other purposes, which was referred
to the Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed.

PERMANENT BUREAU OF FINE ARTS—AMENDMENT

Mr, PEPPER submitied an amendment in the nature of a
substitute intended to be proposed by him to the bill
(S. 3296) to provide for a permanent Bureau of Fine Arts,
which was referred to the Committee on Education and
Labor and ordered to be printed.

THE PRESIDENT'S RELIEF AND RECOVERY PROGRAM—ADDRESS BY
SENATOR WAGNER

[Mr. ScEweELLENBACH asked and obtained leave to have
printed in the Recorp a radio address on the subject of the
President’s Relief and Recovery Program, delivered by Sen-
ator Wacker on May 22, 1938, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.] _

ADDRESS BY SENATOR MURRAY AT LOS ANGELES, CALIF.

[Mr. McApoo asked and obtained leave to have printed
in the Recorp an address delivered by Senator Murray at
the Shrine Auditorium, Los Angeles, Calif., on April 13,
1938, which appears in the Appendix.]

GOVERNMENT SPENDING—RADIO DEBATE BETWEEN SENATOR GREEN
AND JAY FRANKLIN

[Mr. Hucues asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp & radio debate broadcast on May 19, 1938, be-
tween Senator GreeN and Jay Franklin on the subject A
Government Spending Program, which appears in the
Appendix.] :

THE NATIONAL BITUMINOUS COAL COMMISSION AND UNEMPLOY-
MENT

[Mr. Horr asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp a letter written by him to an unemployed miner,
which appears in the Appendix.]

THE SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION AND THE STOCK
EXCHANGE—ADDRESS OF WILLIAM O. DOUGLAS

[Mr. MaronEy asked and obtained permission to have
printed in the ReEcorp an address delivered by Chairman
William O. Douglas of the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion, on May 20, 1938, at a meeting of the Association of Stock
Exchange Firms, at the Commodore Hotel, New York City,
which appears in the Appendix.]

GOVERNMENT SPENDING AND CREDIT EXPANSION—STATEMENT BY
JAMES H. ROGERS

[Mr. MarLonNEY asked and obtained leave to have printed
in the Recorp a statement by James Harvey Rogers, Sterling
professor of political economy at Yale, on the subject of the
new program of Government spending and credit expansion
of the Roosevelt administration, which appears in the
Appendix.]

SYSTEMS OF ACCOUNTING—ADDRESS BY E. F. BARTELT

[Mr. Lee asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
Recorp an address delivered by E. F. Bartelt, Commissioner
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of Accounts and Deposits, United States Treasury Depart-
ment, before the conference on municipal accounting and
finance of the American Institute of Accountants, at the
Stevens Hotel, Chicago, on March 28, 1938, and four letters
pertaining thereto, which appear in the Appendix.]
FREEDOM OF THE PRESS—ADDRESS BY OLIVER B. LERCH

[Mr. Davis asked and obtained leave to have printed in the
Recorp an address delivered by Oliver B. Lerch before the
Lions Club of Pottsville, Pa., on May 16, 1938, on Freedom
of the Press, which appears in the Appendix.]

AUTOMOBILE FINANCE COMPANIES

[Mr. Boran asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp a letter from Fred L. Wright, of Yorkville, 111,
and an article from the Chicago Tribune, relative to cer-
tain automobile finance companies, which appear in the
Appendix.]

IRONIC ECONOMY—EDITORIAL FROM THE WASHINGTON POST

[Mr. CoreLanp asked and obtained leave to have printed
in the Recorp an editorial, entitled “Ironic Economy,” pub-
lished in the Washington Post of Friday, May 20, 1938,
which appears in the Appendix.]

MISSTATEMENTS OF FACTS BY NEWSPAPERS

[Mr. Minrony asked and obtained leave to have printed in
the Recorp an article from the Guild Reporter, of New
York City, of today, entitled “An Open Letter to Senator
MixnrTon,” which appears in the Appendix.]

RELIEF AND WORK-RELIEF APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. ADAMS. I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of House Joint Resolution 679, being the joint
resolution making appropriations for work relief, relief, and
so forth.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of
the Senator from Colorado.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to
consider the joint resolution (H. J. Res, 679) making appro-
priations for work relief, relief, and otherwise to increase
employment by providing lecans and grants for public-works
projects, which had been reported from the Committee on
Appropriations with amendments.

Mr. ADAMS. I ask unanimous consent that the formal
reading of the bill be dispensed with, and that the bill be
read for amendment, the amendments of the committee to be
first considered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

REGISTRATION OF CERTAIN VESSELS—PACIFIC CLIPPER SHIPS

Mr. JOHNSON of California.. Mr. President, may I ask the
Senator from Colorado if he will yield to allow me to present
a measure in connection with which there is an emergency,
which will take but a moment, and which I can present in
2 minutes’ time?

Mr. ADAMS. I shall be very glad to yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, on last
Thursday or Friday the House of Representatives passed a
little hill relating to & certain steamer. It was essential
because it related to the clipper ships that sail across the
Pacific and the supplies necessary for those elipper ships at
certain islands such as Guam, Midway, and the like. Tn
acquiring a ship there was purchased a Canadian ship, and
some difficulty arose as to whether it could leave the supplies
that were essential for the clipper ships plying their voyages
across the Pacific Ocean. In the House the bill was passed
by unanimous consent, and I was authorized by the Com-
mittee on Commerce last Saturday to report the bill and to
ask unanimous consent for its immediate consideration.

From the Committee on Commerce, therefore, I report back
favorably with amendments the bill (S. 4049) to amend sec-
tion 4132 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, and I sub-
mit a report (No. 1848) thereon. I ask unanimous consent
for the immediate consideration of the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will state the bill by
title.
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The LecrstaTIvE CLERK. A bill (S. 4049) to amend section
4132 of the Revised Statutes, as amended.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider
the bill.

The amendments of the Committee on Commerce were, on
page 1, line 4, after the word “amended”, to strike out “(46
U. 8.C. 11)” and insert “(U. 8. C., 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 11)";
in line 9, after the word “prize”, to inserf a comma; in line
10, after the word “vessels”, to insert a comma and “whether
steam or sail,”; on page 2, line 4, after the name “Guam”, to
strike out “and”; and in the same line, after the name
“Tutuila”, to strike out “or with any noncontiguous posses-
sion or Territory subject to the jurisdiction of the United
States, to which the coastwise laws do not apply” and insert
“Wake, Midway, and Kingman Reef”, so as to make the bill
Tread:

Be it enacted, etc., That the first sentence of section 4132 of the
Revised Statutes, as amended (U. 8. C., 1834 ed., title 46, sec. 11),
is hereby amended to read as follows:

“Vessels built within the United States and belonging wholly to
citizens thereof, and vessels which may be captured in war by citi-
zens of the United States and lawfully condemned as prize, or
which may be adjudged to be forfeited for a breach of the laws of
the Unlted States, and seagoing vessels, whether steam or sall,
which have been certified by the Bureau of Marine Inspection and
Navigation as safe to carry dry and perishable cargo, wherever
built, which are to engage only in trade with foreign countries,
with the Philippine Islands, the Islands of Guam, Tutuila, Wake,
Midway, and Kingman Reef, belng wholly owned by citizens of the
United States or corporations organized and chartered under the
laws of the United States, or of any State thereof, the president
and managing directors of which shall be citizens of the United
States, and no others, may be registered as directed in this title.”

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

Mr. JOHNSON of California subsequently said: Mr.
President, a few moments ago I intended to ask for the
consideration of House bill 10704. I want it perfectly clear
that that was the bill to which I referred.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The bill to which the
Senator refers had not come over from the House at the
time the Senator called the matter up.

Mr, JOHNSON of California. The bill is here now, and
I ask unanimous consent that the House bill may be con-
sidered in lieu of the Senate bill, and that it may have
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the bill (H. R. 10704) to amend
gection 4132 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the first sentence of section 4132 of the
Revised Statutes, as amended (U. 8. C,, 1934 ed., title 46, sec. 11), is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“Vessels built within the United States and belonging wholly to
citizens thereof; and vessels which may be captured in war by
citizens of the United States and lawfully condemned as prize, or
which may be adjudged to be forfeited for a breach of the laws
of the United States; and seagoing vessels, whether steam or sail,
which have been certified by the Bureau of Marine Inspection and
Navigation as safe to carry dry and perishable cargo, wherever
built, which are to engage only in trade with foreign countries,
with the Philippine Islands, the islands of Guam, Tutuila, Wake,
Midway, and Kingman Reef, being wholly owned by citizens of the
United States or corporations organized and chartered under the
laws of the United States, or of any State thereof, the president
and managing directors of which shall be citizens of the United
States, and no others, may be registered as directed in this title.”

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, there was so much noise in
the Senate Chamber that on this side we could not hear what
the bill was. I should like to know what it is we are passing
on.

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, I may say to
my colleague that the bill is one to relieve the situation so
far as the Pan American Airways clipper ships are concerned
in connection with facilities for refueling and restocking.

Mr. McADOO. I have no objection.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection .the
vote by which Senate bill 4049 was passed will be recon-
sidered, and the bill will be indefinitely postponed.

DEVELOFPMENT AND REGULATION OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS

Mr. TRUMAN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Colorado
yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. ADAMS, I yield.

Mr. TRUMAN. I wish to ask the Senator from Colorado
to yield to me for the purpose of making a preferential mo-
tion. I desire the Senate to concur in the House amendment
toeSkSenate bill 3045, which is now on the Vice President’s
desk,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend-
ment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 3845)
to create a Civil Aeronautics Authority and to promote the
development and safety and to provide for the regulation of
civil aeronautics.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring
in the amendment of the House of Representatives,

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may we have some ex-
planation of the matter? 2

Mr. TRUMAN. Yes; I will proceed with an explanation,
if that is agreeable to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. KING. Mr, President, will the Senator from Missouri
yield for a question?

Mr. TRUMAN. Certainly.

Mr. KING. Does the Senator think he should take this
matter up in the absence of the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
McCARRAN]?

Mr. TRUMAN. I think it would be perfectly agreeable to
the Senator from Nevada when the explanation is made.

Mr. KING. I understand the Senator from Nevada will
return within a day or two, and it seems to me, in view of the
fact that he has been greatly interested in the measure, that
he should be present.

Mr. TRUMAN. I did not know the Senator from Nevada
was going to be absent.

Mr. KING. The Senator from Nevada was called from
the city because of a death in his family.

Mr. TRUMAN. I did not know that.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to
me for a moment?

Mr. TRUMAN. Certainly.

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I would not think it con-
ceivable, after the Senate had spent 3 days giving consider-
ation to a bill with relation to civil aviation, that we should
now concur in the House bill, which is the amendment to the
Senate bill, when we have not at all considered the House hill
in the Senate, and which materially differs from the Senate
bill. It would be most inappropriate, in my opinion, to take
any such action.

Mr, TRUMAN, Mr. President, will the Senator from
Colorado yield to me further in order that I may make an
explanation?

Mr. ADAMS. T yield.

Mr. TRUMAN. Mr. President, I am informed that the
Senator from Nevada will not be back in the Senate for at
least a week or 10 days. This is an emergency matter, for if
the aviation authority proposed to be created is to be able
to function it must be set up as soon as possible.

Mr. President, I do not believe that the slightest necessity
exists for sending this civil aviation bill to a conference com-
mittee. It is true that the House amendment strikes out all
of the Senate bill after the enacting clause and inserts an
entirely new bill. The only reason that was done, however,
was because of the fact that the House had already begun
debate upon the bill sometime before it was passed by the
Senate and did not, therefore, have an opportunity to make
specific amendments to the Senate bill. The bills are in most
respects identical.

I regret very much that the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
McCarraN] is not present today. However, for the benefit
of those who may be reluctant to agree to the provisions of
the House amendment in the Senator’s absence, I may say
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that the principal difference which exists between the House
amendment and the bill as passed by the Senate relates to
the organization of the new agency.

Senators will recall that the Senate adopted, over the
strenuous objection of the Senator from Nevada, an amend-
ment proposed by me which eliminated from the bill a pro-
vision restricting the President’s power to remove members
of the new agency. That action was taken by the Senate
because of a constifutional guestion raised by the fact that
the new agency will exercise many purely executive func-
tions. ‘The House likewise recognized this constitutional
problem, but solved it in a somewhat different manner.
Thus the House amendment contains a provision restricting
the President’s power to remove members of the authority.
However, it vests in the members only the quasi-legislative
and quasi-judicial functions prescribed in the bill. The
executive functions are vested in an administrator who is to
be appointed by the President and confirmed by the Senate,
and to be subject to removal at will by the President.

With respect to that difference between the House amend-
ment and the Senate bill, therefore, it is my opinion that
the organization provisions of the House amendment meet
the objections expressed here by the Senator from Nevada
when my amendment to the Senate bill was under discussion.

It is essential that this proposed civil-aviation legislation
be put into effect as speedily as possible. The nominations
for the members of the new civil aeronautics authority
must be made and confirmed by this House before adjourn-
ment if the making of temporary recess appointments is to
be avoided. If the House amendment is disagreed to by the
Senate, and the bill is sent to conference, the delay inherent
in that procedure may make it virtually impossible, in the
rush of adjournment, to secure confirmation of members of
the new agency.

I feel that it would be extremely unfortunate if the civil
aeronautics authority were operated until the next session of
Congress upon what might be termed a temporary basis, by
recess appointees. ‘The primary purpose of this legislation is
to establish a permanent policy of regulation and the ad-
ministration of the act should be placed upon a permanent
status at once.

I trust that the Senate will concur <in the House amend-
ment.

Mr. McGILL. Mr. President, will the Senator from
Colorado yield fo me?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. McGILL. When this measure was before the Senate
an amendment was agreed to which placed certain proposed
air lines to carry air mail in the same status that the air lines
now carrying air mail would be in under the provisions of
the bill.

It will be recalled that authorizations were made by Con-

gress, appropriations were made, invitations for bids for
apwoximately 10 or 12 extensions and new air lines to carry
air mail have been submitted, and bids have been received.
The Senate amendment put those extensions and those new
air lines in exactly the same status that the existing air-mail
lines are in at the present time, and would be in under the
provisionsutthslin. The House amendment does not do

m- TRUMAN. Mr. President, I differ with the Senator. I
think the House amendment is broader than the Senate
amendment.

Mr. McGILL. I think I can readily demonstrate to those
who are interested particularly in the new lines that the pro-
vision of the House bill does not place them in the same stafus
in which they were placed by virtue of the provisions of the
Senate bill. As I understand, the House provision is con-
tained on page 7076 of the CoNGREsstONAL RECORD; and I
invite the attention of the Senate, and especially of the chair-
man of the Senate Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads,
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR], to this pro-
vision:

The Authority shall issue a certificate or certificates, upon evi-
dence of adequate and eflicient service, to applicants who are
operating in the transportation of mail under contracts with the
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Postmaster General, and likewise to applicants whose bids on con-
tracts for the transportation of mail by aircraft, based upon adver-
tisements issued between April 1, 1938, and the effective date of
this section, shall have been accepted by the Postmaster General,
authorizing such applicants to transport mail and all other classes
of traffic for which authorization is sought between the terminals
and intermediate points covered by such contracts or such adver-
tisements, as the case may be.

In other words, the House provision means that the adver-
tisements shall be made and bids accepted by the Post-
master General between April 1 and the effective date of
this section.

Mr. TRUMAN. Which is 60 days after the bill is signed.

Mr., McGILL. Which is 60 days from the time the bill is
approved. The Senate provision contained no such limita-
tion. The Senate provision placed the proposed air lines
in exactly the same status as the existing air lines carrying
mail. This provision propeses to limit the authority to
create the new air lines, and to require that they be ap-
proved in all respects by the Postmaster General within a
period of 60 days from the time of the enactment of the
measure. So I think there is quite a difference between the
provision of the Senate bill and that of the House measure.

We are in this situation at the present time: In the cases
of some of the proposed lines, bids have been received and
rejected by reason of the fact that they did not conform to
the statute, or they were held by the legal division of the
Post Office Department not to conform to law. Therefore,
the lines have been called upon to submit new and addi-
tional bids. That has been done. We do not know and
cannot tell whether a legal bid will be made and accepted
within 60 days after the effective date of this act.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the Senator from Nevada.

Mr. PITTMAN. I understood the junior Senator from
Missouri [Mr. TruMan] to state that my colleague [Mr. Mc-
Carran] is absent, and probably will not be back for 8 or 10
days.

Mr. TRUMAN. That is what T was told. I did not know
he was absent until I came to the Senate Chamber this
morning.

Mr. PITTMAN. I took occasion to have his office com-
municated with just a few minutes ago, and his secretary
stated that he is expected back tomorrow. In view of that
fact——

Mr. TRUMAN. In that case I shall be most happy to wait
until the junior Senator from Nevada returns.

Mr, PITTMAN. I have not finished my statement. I say,
the junior Senator from Nevada is expected back tomorrow.
I think, in view of the circumstances, it would be very unusual
procedure and very discourteous to aftempt to rush this
measure through today. :

Mr. TRUMAN. Mr. President——

Mr. PITTMAN. I also wish to say that I think it is very
careless and improper legislative procedure to have brought
before the Senate a House bill about which we know nothing
on earth, a bill dealing with an extremely important subject,
and to have someone who opposed in some particulars the
bill presented by my colleague ask this body to vote to accept
the House substitute, no one here knowing anything about
it, and without giving it any consideration. If it were in-
sisted on, there would be a debate which would make the
request useless.

Mr. TRUMAN., Mr. President, I think the statement of the
senior Senator from Nevada is entirely uncalled for. The
motion was made before I knew that the junior Senator from
Nevada [Mr. McCarraN] was absent. When I found out that
he would be back tomorrow, I stated that I was perfectly
willing to withdraw the motion until his return. Nobody is
trying to put anything at all over on the Senator from
Nevada.

Mr. McCKELLAR subsequently said: Mr. President, I desire
to ask the Senator from Missouri a guestion about the matter
which has just gone over.

On page 12 of the House amendment I note this language:

The members of the Authority may be removed by the President
for inefficiency, neglect of duty, or malfeasance in office.
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That provision is the same as one which appeared in the
Senate committee bill, and which was stricken out by the
Senate after quite an argument. Is that not correct?

Mr. TRUMAN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. McKELLAR. If we agree to the House amendment we
will agree to restrict the power of the President over the
members of the authority, just as was provided in the provi-
sion which was stricken out of the Senate committee bill.

Mr. TRUMAN. Yes. The House overcame the Senate ob-
jection by providing for the appointment of an administrator
to handle all of the executive functions under the authority,
the administrator to be removable at the behest of the
President.

Mr. McKELLAR. When the proper time comes I certainly
shall oppose restricting the President’s power over the com-
mission.

I wanted to make this statement at this time.

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President——

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the Senator from New York.

Mr. WAGNER. In view of current discussion of the work
of the National Labor Relations Board it will be of interest
to have printed in the Recorp the latest report of the Board's
operations.

Briefly, the cumulative record to May 1, 1938, is as follows:

The Board has handled 14,207 cases, involving more than
three and one-half million workers. Almost three-fourths of
the cases have been closed, 55 percent of these by agreement
of the parties, 16 percent by dismissal of cases by the Board,
and 24 percent by withdrawal of charges or petitions by the
parties. Only 1 out of every 20 cases went to public hearing.

The Board has settled 1,173 strikes and has averted 556
immediately threatened strikes.

More than 1,200 elections have been held.

I ask that the full text of the Board’s report be printed In
the Recorp as part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the report was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

N. L. R. B, HANDLED 14,207 CASES TO MAY 1, 1938, INVOLVING 3,578,688
WORKERS

A cumulative operations report, issued today, shows the four
ways in which the N. L. R. B., since its first case in October 1935,
has disposed of 10,447 labor disputes involving 2,116,338 workers.

In terms of percentages the 10,447 cases were closed as follows:
55 percent by agreement of both parties; 16 percent dismissed by
the Board; 24 percent were withdrawn by those who began the
cases; 5 percent in some other way, mainly by Board decisions and
certification of representatives after elections, or by compliance,
by dismissal, or transfer to some other agencies,

Since 95 percent of the cases was closed informally, only 1 in
every 20 cases was subject to a public hearing.

In terms of the 2,116,338 workers involved in Board closed cases
these results show: 1,197,124 workers were parties to the agreement
which closed the cases; 216,305 had their cases dismissed; 541,841
had their cases withdrawn; 161,068 were in cases formerly decided
by the Board, transfer, etc.

While it does not appear in the cumulative report tabulations,
it was pointed out that 60 percent of the closed cases involved
charges of unfair labor practices and 40 percent involved employee
representation lssues. Of the 60 percent which involved unfalr
labor practices, 3,818 were cases closed by agreement, 1,309 dis-
missed, and 1,833 withdrawn. The total, 7,050, represents that
many cases in which employers, under Board intervention, were
relieved of a labor dispute, more than half of them through their
compliance with the act and the others through having their
cases dropped.

The Board's report follows:

A total of 14,207 cases has been handled by the Board since the
fall of 1935. This figure includes action on charges of unfair
labor pr&ctteas and petitions for elections received by the Board
anwdkits regional offices. The 14,207 cases involved 3,678,688
workers.

The data shows Board activities up to May 1, 1938, During
April 827 new cases arose, involving 180,179 workers, as against
waknew cases during the previous month, involving 161,268
workers.

‘The Board announced that 10,447 of the cases handled, or almost
;mhree—ltourtha, have been closed, leaving 3,760 cases pending on

y 1.

Of these 10,447 cases, 5,738, or 55 percent, were closed by agree~
ment of both parties, involving 1,197,124 workers.

One thousand six hundred and fifty-nine, or 16 percent, involv-
Ing 216,305 workers, were dismissed by the Board and regional
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Two thousand flve hundred and twenty-three cases, or 24 per-
cent, involving 541,841 workers, were withdrawn.

Five hundred and twenty-seven cases, or 5 percent, involving
161,068 workers, were closed in some other way, including com-
pliance with the Board's decisions and trial examiners' inter-
mediate reports, certifications after elections, refusal by Board to
certify, intermediate reports finding no violation, transfer to other
agencies, such as the Conciliation Service of the Department of
Labor and State labor relations boards, and by the issuance of
cease and desist orders.

Of the total cases closed, 1,548 were strike cases involving 275,140
workers, and of these 1,173, or about 76 percent, were settled, and
182,654 workers were reinstated after strikes and lock-outs.

Five hundred and fifty-six strikes, involving 144,718 workers,
were averted through the Board's action.

An additional 9,461 workers were reinstated after discriminatory
discharge.

There were 1,218 elections held in which 433,484 valid votes were
cast,

An analysis of the causes of complaints gshows that 4,477 of the
total number of cases which came before the Board and its regional
offices in the 31 months of its operations, concerned section 8, sub-
division (3), of the act, which makes it an unfair labor practice to
discriminate against workers because of their union affiliation or
activities. In 3,158 cases the main cause of complaint was based
on section 8, subdivision (5), of the act, the failure of the employer
in good faith to bargain collectively with the representatives
chosen by the employees to deal with the management. The
Board has received up to May 1, 1938, a total of 4,499 petitions ask-
ing either certification of representatives or the holding of elections
under Board supervision to determine the bargaining agencies of
the employees. A total of 1,607,838 employees joined in these
petitions.

The following shows the disposition of cases during April only:

Charges and petitions for elections received, 827, involving
180,179 workers.

Cases closed during April, 595, involving 144 607 workers.

Agreement of both parties reached in 315 cases, representing over
one-half the total cases closed during April, and involving 36,688
workers.

One case Involving 65 workers was closed by compliance with the
trial examiner’s intermediate report.

Twenty-three cases involving 11,657 workers were closed by cer-
tification after elections,

Three cases involving 1,625 workers were transferred to other
agencles, including transfers from one regional office to another.

Cases dismissed by the Board and regional directors, 103, involy-
ing 13,496 workers.

Cases withdrawn before formal action was taken, 149, involving
81,175 workers.

One case Involving one worker was closed after issuance of inter-
mediate report finding no viclation of the act had occurred.

In 53 cases under consideraion of the Board or its offices, 5,602
workers were out on strike, and 26 of these cases were settled dur-
ing the month by agreements between the parties.

Thirteen threatened strikes, involving 2,480 workers, were averted
through the Board's action.

Three thousand nine hundred and sixty-one workers were rein-
stated after strikes or lock-outs during April.

Two hundred and six workers were reinstated after discrimina-
tory discharges.

Seventy-one elections were held in which 18,700 valid votes were
cast.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr.
Calloway, one of its reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the bill (8. 3949) to amend the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, with amendments, in which
it requested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the House had agreed
to the report of the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 7104) for the relief of the estate
of F. Gray Griswold.

The message further announced that the House had dis-
agreed to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
1591) to require the registration of certain persons employed
by agencies to disseminate propaganda in the United
States, and for other purposes, asked a conference with
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. Sumners of Texas, Mr. CeLLER, and
Mr. GuyErR were appointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

The message also announced that the House had severally
agreed to the amendment of the Senate to the following
bills of the House:

H.R. 1486, An act to amend section 30 of the act of
March 2, 1917, entitled “An act to provide a civil govern-
ment for Porto Rico, and for other purposes”;
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H.R.9688. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Ohio
River between Rockport, Ind., and Owensboro, Ky.;

H.R.10193. An act authorizing the temporary detail of
United States employees, possessing special gualifications, to
governments of American republics and the Philippines, and
for other purposes; and

H.R. 10535. An act to amend the Second Liberty Bond
Act, as amended.

The message further announced that the House had
agreed to the amendments of the Senate to the following
bills of the House:

H.R.T778. An act to amend section 26, title I, chapter 1,
of the act entitled “An act making further provision for a
civil government for Alaska, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved June 6, 1900; and

H.R. 8700. An act relating to the retirement of the jus-
tices of the Supreme Court of the Territory of Hawaii and
judges of the United States District Court for the Territory
of Hawalii.

The message also announced that the House had agreed
to the amendment of the Senate to the joint resolution
(H. J. Res. 622) authorizing the President of the United
States of America to proclaim October 11, 1938, General Pu-
laski’s Memorial Day for the observance and commemora-
tion of the death of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski.

The message further announced that the House had
agreed to the amendment of the Senate to the joint resolu-
tion (H. J. Res. 678) making an additional appropriation
for grants to States for unemployment compensation ad-
ministration, Social Security Board, for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1938, with an amendment, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the House had passed
the following bills and joint resolution, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R.10618. An act authorizing the construction of cer-
tain public works on rivers ‘and harbors for flood control,
and for other purposes;

H.R. 10704. An act to amend section 4132 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended; and

H. J. Res. 655. Joint resolution amending paragraph (4)
of subsection (n) of section 12B of the Federal Reserve Act,
as amended.

HOUSE BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION

The following bill and joint resolution were each read twice
by their titles and referred or ordered to be placed on the
calendar as indicated below:

H. R. 10618. An act authorizing the construction of certain
public works on rivers and harbors for flood control, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Commerce.

H. J. Res. 655. Joint resolution amending paragraph (4) of
subsection (n) of section 12B of the Federal Reserve Act, as
amended; fo the calendar.

RELIEF AND WORK-RELIEF APPROPRIATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration of the joint reso-
lution (H. J. Res. 679) making appropriations for work relief,
relief, and otherwise to increase employment by providing
loans and grants for public-works projects.

Mr. BARKLEY., Mr, President——

Mr, McNARY. I demand the regular order.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The regular order is the
consideration of the first amendment of the committee, which
will be stated.

The CHieF CLERK. If is proposed to insert after the resolv-
ing clause, “This joint resolution may be cited as the “‘Work
Relief and Public Works Appropriation Act of 1938.'”

Mr, VANDENBERG. Mr, President, does the Senator from
Colorado intend to make a general statement regarding the
joint resolution?

Mr. ADAMS. I do, in connection with the first amend-
ment. Ii seems appropriate in connection with that,
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Mr. President, at the time the Emergency Relief Appro-
priation Act of 1937 was before the Senate, approximately a,
year ago, business conditions were improving rapidly. When
Mr. Hopkins appeared before the Committee on Appropria-
tions he told us that he was very hopeful that there would be
a constant decline in unemployment and in relief necessi-
ties, as a result of which, following his views, the appropria~
tion was made upon the basis of a declining relief load. For
a time conditions followed the expectations, and the number
of names upon the W. P. A. rolls dropped below 1,400,000,
having been, during the high period of relief, over 3,000,000,

After the passage of the bill, later in the year, business
conditions changed, unemployment increased, agricultural
prices began to fall, stock prices fell, factories began to shut
down, and a general economic decline came over the country.

It does not matter what may have been the cause of the
decline; the determination of that question is not the func-
tion of those of us who are seeking to meet the relief prob-
lem. The relief problem has grown more acute in the land.
Today there are 2,600,000 upon the rolls of the relief ad-
ministration; there are 500,000 who have qualified, through
the local relief agencies, and for whom funds are not
available,

The result is that in the pending relief measure we are
asked to appropriate more money per month than in the
relief bill of a year ago. This bill as originally introduced,
and as it passed the House, provided for an appropriation
for the Works Progress Administration of $1,250,000,000 for
the relief purposes, with the usual designation of the char-
acter of the relief, and the character of projects to which
applicable. That sum of money was estimated to cover the
period of 7 months, not the ordinary period of a fiscal year,
but 7 months. That was because of the impossibility of
knowing in advance what might be the economic and relief
conditions, so that the period was fixed to the 1st of Febru-
ary, which would give Congress a month after reconvening
in January 1839, to adjust itself and to ascertain the require-
ments and make any appropriations then needed.

After considering the matter the committee decided that
it would be wiser to extend the period to 8 months. As g
result, the item of appropriations for this purpose was in-
creased from a billion and a quarter to a billion four hundred
and twenty-five million dollars, or an increase of $175,000,000,
not an increase per person during the period but an increase
necessitated by the addition of another month to the relief
period covered by the bill,

The figures of Mr., Hopkins as to relief show that indi-
vidual relief cases cost the Works Progress Administration
on an average throughout the United States $63.50; that
there is on an average contributed from States, municipali-
ties, and sponsors $18.50 per person, so that the aggregate
relief cost is $82 per person. These anticipations and this
appropriation are based upon the continuation of that cost
per person.

There are 2,600,000 now upon the rolls. There are-500,000
who are in need of going upon the rolls. According to the
statement of Mr. Hopkins, the appropriations will provide
means sufficient to raise the number to 2,800,000; and he
says that when there is a decline of unemployment, which
is anticipated through the harvest season and the fall, this
number will cover practically all of those now certified and
entitled to relief but who are unable to get upon the rolis.

Mr. President, I have stated the occasion for the first
amendment, on page 2.

Mr. McNARY. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield.

Mr, McNARY. How do the figures in the Senate bill com-
pare with those which were carried last year in a similar
measure?

Mr. ADAMS. The figures are practically the same per
person. They are calculated upon the same basis per per-
son. The figures are larger in the aggregate, because last
year the relief load went down to 1,450,000 persons, and it
was anticipated that the relief roll would drop at the end
of the fiscal year practically to that point.
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Mr, McNARY. So the sum expended last year and the
sum proposed to be provided for this year are comparable
sums?

Mr. ADAMS. That is correct.

Mr. McNARY. Then may I fairly assume that the ap-
propriation that is carried in the joint resolution before us
is presented on the assumption that the depression and the
unemployment will continue during the fall and winter and
spring?
pr ADAMS. The figures, I will say to the Senator from
Oregon, inevitably contemplate, or at least make preparation
for, a continuance of a heavy relief load until the 1st of
March and make provision for it. Of course, no one knows
what the conditions will be. Every one of us, regardless of
the section from which we come, is hopeful that the relief
Joad may go down; but the purpose of the committee, fol-
lowing the recommendations of Mr. Hopkins, was to make
provision for 3,000,000 during the peak point in the winter.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I am not criticizing. The
whole foundation of this document is that the conditions
now obtaining will continue for another year?

Mr. ADAMS. I do not want quite to concede that, for
two reasons: In the first place, the appropriation is to be
made for 8 months in the hope that conditions may then
be improved. Again provision is made to care of that
condition, if it exists, but not without hope that the con-
dition may be better.

. Mr. McNARY. Is it thought that the relief work pro-
vided in the pending measure will be under way early in the
fall?

Mr. ADAMS. Of course, the Works Progress Adminis-
tration part of it is now under way; that is, that work is
continuous. The public-works section of the bill is section
2. 1Itis hoped that that work may commence very promptly,
some of it within 30 days, and some of it within 60 days.
The committee, in discussing that matter with the Secretary
of the Interior, inquired as to his ability to start the work
promptly. He said to us that there were projects which
could be started in 30 days and that there were some proj-
ects that could be started in 60 days, these being projects
which had been surveyed, examined, and approved before
this time. That is, they were on his rolls as approved
projects, and he had made inquiry threughout the country
to ascertain whether or not those projects were still avail-
able.

Mr. McNARY. It is the able Senator’s hope, and that of
the administration, that the activities under this joint reso-
lution will be in full operation during the fall.

Mr. ADAMS. I will state to the Senator that I am not
endeavoring to underwrite the provision. What is sought
to be done is to make the best possible provision to meet the
situation.

Mr. McNARY. I have no doubt about that. I want a
little more direct answer from the Senator. It is the hope
of the Senator, I assume, that the activities under the three
titles of the joint resolution will be in full operation during
the fall, is it not?

Mr. ADAMS. I think the Senator would join with me
in that hope.

Mr. McNARY. I join with him in the hope with respect
to title I only.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, the problem which is

esented in the joint resolution before the Senate involves,
in my judgment, the most important issue before the country,
because wrapped up in it not only are the humanities affect-
ing the victims of depression but also wrapped up in it are
the fate and destiny of the public credit of the United States.

At the very outset of the discussion I wish to take this
opportunity to present in full the opposition’'s views and the
opposition’s program respecting this problem. I rise to argue
what I profoundly believe to be the fatal and indefensible
character of the pending relief bill, and to propose an alterna-
tive program which can provide more relief for less money,
and which would treat the unemployed and other unfortu-
nates with greater equity.
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At the outset, Mr. President, I want to dismiss in a para-
graph the political implications in the pending system, and
the pending legislation’s purpose to perpetuate these political
implications. They are perfectly obvious in a record which
discloses sharply increased relief rolls between June and
November in the election years of 1934 and 1936, and the
sharply decreased relief rolls between these same telltale
months in the nonelection years of 1933, 1935, and 1937. One
needs but to know that 1938 is another election year in order
also to know what lies ahead in the pending prospectus.

Politics and relief are inseparably connected in any such
system as that under which we operate. The famous Nation-
wide Gallup poll recently found 65 percent of the American
people answering in the affirmative the question, “In your
opinion, does politics play a part in the handling of relief in
your locality?” I repeat that the answer of 2 out of 3 citizens
was "SES." 3

Political scandal—rampant in many sections of the coun-
try—is inevitable under such a system, and it would make
little difference under such a system what party was in power.
The vice is inherent in the system. The high W. P. A, admin-
istrator may utter pious and entirely conscientious warnings
that his largess must not be used to “prime the polls”; but in
the same breath he finds it necessary to purge himself of any
responsibility for what the “dumb politicians,” as he calls
them, may do in their practical relations with his relief cus-
tomers. His disclaimer, in other words, is nothing more than
a plea in avoidance.

It is a shocking shame that anybody, any time, anywhere
should play politics with human misery. Yet it is inevitable,
I repeat, in the system we are asked to perpetuate. This is
the first great reason why the existing system is wrong, why
it should be courageously changed, why a nonpolitical substi-
tute should be devised. ;

Control of the purse, particularly when it distributes bread,
is control of destiny. It is political control and political de-
bauchery, no matter how earnestly its overlords profess to
labor to the contrary. :

With these few preliminary observations, Mr. President, I
hope I may dismiss all political factors from my further dis-
cussion of this subject. I want to deal with it on the basis
solely of sound economics and fair play. I want to treat a
great national crisis—and that is precisely what is involved—
on the basis of vital national considerations, which transecend
politics, which enlist & common interest on both sides of the
Senate aisle, and which involve not only the welfare of our
15,000,000 major victims of a new depression but also the
very preservation of our institutions.

I want to treat this crisis unequivocally and undeniably
on the basis, first, that no citizen shall go unhoused, unfed,
or ill-clad; but, second, that these victims of depression shall
be saved from such a collapse of the public credit that their
sole reliance shall not fall and fail.

Title 1 of the pending joint resolution as it comes from the
House directly appropriates $1,529,425,000 and in addition
carries forward certain unexpended balances for work relief
and relief. This section may be called the W. P. A, section
of the joint resolution. I propose, as a substitute, that a
nonpartisan Federal commission shall allocate these same
sums to nonpartisan relief commissions in each State in
lump-sum Federal grants-in-aid, to be matched to the extent
of at least 25 percent in each State; and that each State
thereupon shall decide for itself where, when, and how it
shall meet its own relief problem, and each State shall handle
its own problem as may best suit its own knowledge of its
own problem. This course will accomplish several indis-
pensably desirable results.

' I may say parenthetically in advance that the conclusions
I submit in this respect are not my own alone. I shall dem-
onstrate that they are sustained by the best social-service
thought in America. The following is what we claim to be a
summation of the advantages to be attained by the alterna-
tive method: 3

First. It will eliminate costly duplications and wastes in
Federal overhead, which represents relief money that never
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reaches our needy citizens, Thus automatically more ac-
tual relief can be bought for less money.

Second. It will eliminate divided responsibility for relief,
part Federal and part State and local, which results in an
insufferable, undemocratic discrimination as between citi-
zens in equal need of relief. Thus it is calculated to termi-
nate a prejudicial system which is now creating special
‘privilege for a favored minority among our unfortunate
and our unemployed.

Third. It will assist hard-pressed State and local units
of government—many of which are at the flscal breaking
point—to deal equitably and dependably with all phases of
relief, instead of being forced to deal doubtfully and in-
equitably with that portion of the load—often a major
portion—which the existing Federal formula leaves exclu-
sively on local shoulders.

Fourth. It will at least partially repel the sinister and
empty notion that money from Washington is manna from
heaven, which need not be husbanded like real money,
raised by real taxes in the community where the money is
spent. Thus it will serve to police the relief system by
what may be called the “power of neighborhood opinion”,
the only possible restraint upon extravagance, exploitation,
and waste.

Fifth. It will standardize relief expenditures so that we
may frankly face the problem—too long ignored—of cutting
our garment to our cloth. :

I shall enlarge upon these propositions presently.

Title II of the pending joint resolution makes a direct
appropriation of $965,000,000 for what may be called “pump
priming”—the creation of work projects for the purpose of
distributing consumer buying power. I propose to elimi-
nate title II entirely for the following general reasons:

First. Pump priming has been tried in fabulous doses
between 1933 and 1938. It failed to produce stabilized pros-
perity. There is no reason to expect better results from a
lesser dose today. We started in 1933 with 11,000,000 un-
employed. We wind up in 1938 with probably 15,000,000
unemployed. We also wind up with $20,000,000,000 more
of national debt and most of our industrial reserves de-
pleted or destroyed. Thus pump priming has less of a
chance to succeed today than it had before, when it pal-
pably failed. Indeed, it is no longer pump priming. It is
now cistern priming; and nobody, living or dead, ever suc-
cessfully primed a cistern.

Second. Pump priming actually defeats sound recov-
ery—and thus actually postpones the real jobs which most
reliefers want. It defeats recovery by further jeopardizing
the public credit; by trending toward a Federal deficit
which, for the next fiscal year, is likely to pass $5,000,000,-
000; by making any semblance of a balanced Budget im-
possible for years to come, thus undermining the public
confidence, which every economist worthy of the name has
declared to be prerequisite to recovery and reemployment.

Third. There is a need for larger consumer buying power.
It is at the base of our recovery problem. But our lost con-
sumer buying power is 20 times as great as the proposed
pump priming will produce. The pump priming is only
a drop in the bucket, The lost consumer buying power can
be restored only by convalescent private business. We can
obtain purchasing power only by obtaining more production
in business as distinguished from Government. Pump
priming discourages business, because pump priming is
notoriously unsound. What hurts business hurts all of us.

Fourth. Pump priming creates yet another special-
privilege group among the unfortunate and the unemployed.
It aggravates the discriminations between citizens on relief.
It leaves the majority of reliefers at still greater relative
disadvantage. It is, therefore, as undemocratic as it is
unsound.

Fifth. Pump priming is at war with the general welfare,
because it thrusts a final burden upon an empty Treasury,
which can ill-afford the strain after 5 years of spending at
& tempo which exceeded all the Federal expenditures for 129
years, from George Washington down to the armistice in
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1918. I eall just two witnesses to sustain this portion of the
indictment.

The first is a voice from an honored tomb. The late
Senator Joseph T. Robinson, long the Democratic leader in
the Senate, said as long ago as May 11, 1932:

A balanced Budget is indispensable. We shall go further down
into the depths unless expenses and receipts are brought together.
The fear this will not be done nullifies every plan enacted or
proposed.

My second witness is President Roosevelt himself, who
stated in October 1932:

If in some crises the Government lives beyond its income for &
year or two, it can usually borrow temporarily on reasonable terms.
But if, like a spendthrift, it throws discretion to the winds, is
willing to make no sacrifice at all in spending, extends its taxation
to the limit of the people’s power to pay, and continues to pile up
deficits, it is on the road to bankruptcy.

Those are the President’s words, not mine.

These statesmen were right 6 years ago. The intervening
pump-priming years have proved them right, I still stand
where they then stood. I reject the wishful inconsistency
which deserts a great truth at the very moment of its vivid
proof.

After the expenditure, all told, of almost $40,000,000,000—
pushing down what the President calls “the road to bank-
ruptey” in pursuit of the mirage of pump-priming pros-
perity—the industrial production for April of this year is
estimated by the Federal Reserve Board to be 22 index points
below the level reached in July 1933 and only 19 points above
the level of July 1932, when the first depression hit bottom.
Some of the expenditures for relief were inevitable, and are
not to be criticized. But that is beside the present point.
Much of the expenditure was for pump-priming purposes.
Obviously, it has not worked. Yet we now are required to
take the same old chance again—still pushing down the
road to bankruptey, still chasing the mirage.

I have previously referred to the Gallup poll as an index
to American thinking. As recently as last April 17 the
American people were asked this interesting question:

" In your opinion, which will do more to get us out of the depres-
sion, increase Government spending for relief and public works or
to help business by reducing taxes?

The answer of the American people was 21 percent for
pump priming and 79 percent for reduced taxes. It was
not a particularly intelligent question, because there is no
chance to reduce taxes to any appreciable degree so long
as the Federal Government spends twice as much as it takes
in; but, interpreted liberally, it indicated a wholesome intel-
ligent belief on the part of the American people that recov-
ery in jobs depends far more on the success of private
business, released to its own resources through a national
suspension of governmental interference, than upon another
lavish outpouring of funds at the expense of a heavily in-
creased public debt. That was a sensible verdict. We have
all the latent forces for a wholesome recuperation, if busi-
ness could only acquire a bit of sustained and justified con-
fidence in government. But, returning to the poll, 4 citizens
out of 5 logically and appropriately turned thumbs down on
pump priming. Their recent experience with this futile
patent medicine was enough.

Then came a Presidential “fireside chat” and the majority,
although still a substantial majority, dropped off. We are,
indeed, a volatile people. But suppose the “fireside chat”
had been consistent with the Presidential speech at Pitts-
burgh on October 19, 1932, Suppose it had still been clinging
to elementary mathematics, the sort of simple arithmetic
which figures out that the Government cannot spend two or
three billion dollars without taking it out of the American
taxpayers. Suppose the “fireside chat” had envisioned the
entire new spending program which finally amounts to a
total of some $6,000,000,000, and which inevitably puts this
amazingly heavy burden on the tax-paying backs that already
groan beneath an already staggering load. Suppose the Pres-
ident had reiterated what he said at Pittsburgh that—

Taxes are pald in the sweat of every man who labors because

they are a burden on production and are paid through production,
If those taxes are excessive, they are reflected in idle factories, in
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tax-sold farms, and in hordes of N e tramping the
streets seeking jobs in vain. They pay in deductions from wages,
in increased cost of what they buy, or, as now—

This is the President speaking—

| or, as now, in broad unemployment throughout the land. There i§
not an unemployed man, there is not a farmer whose
interest in this subject is not direct and vital. It comes home to

" every one of us.

Now, suppose the President had said the same thing——

' Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from
Michigan yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr, VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. Of course, the President was speaking
there of the burden of taxation, as I understand the Sen-
ator. Did or did not the Senator from Michigan vote for
most of the appropriations that have been passed for relief
and emergency purposes since March 19337

Mr. VANDENBERG. Ithink the Senator has voted against
every relief appropriation bill in the form in which it was
submitted.

Mr, CONNALLY. The Senator from Michigan?

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes.

Mr. CONNALLY. Then the Senator all the time, for 5
years, has been against relief to the needy and the unem-
ployed?

Mr. VANDENBERG. No; and I decline to yield to the
Senator for that sort of interruption, because it is neither
pertinent nor fair nor just.

Mr. CONNALLY. I am asking the Senator a question.

Mr. VANDENBERG. It is fairly typical of the Senator
' from Texas, but it neither comports with the things I have
already said before the Senator reached the floor nor with

my own record.
If the Senator will yield for just a

Mr. CONNALLY.
moment——

Mr. VANDENBERG. I will yield for just a moment.

|  Mr.CONNALLY. Iam sorry to have irritated the Senator.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator from Michigan is al-
ways Irritated to be misrepresented.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from Texas has made no
statement; he was asking a question, and if the astute and
nimble Senator from Michigan cannot answer a simple ques-
tion, then I refuse to bother with him. The Senator did not
let me finish my question.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I heard enough of it to know what
kind of question it was. [Laughter.]

Mr. CONNALLY. Oh, well. The Senator from Michigan
said he voted against all the relief bills as presented. The
Senator from Texas then wanted to ask him if he had not
been against all relief measures as finally passed and as
finally administered. Now he can answer that or not, if
he wants to.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator will answer it, but will
continue to answer in his own way. He will not permit him-
self to be misrepresented by the Senator from Texas.

Mr, CONNALLY. The Senator from Texas——

Mr. VANDENBERG. 1 have the floor.

Mr. CONNALLY. Go ahead. I will answer the Senator
when he gets through.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am speaking in my own time.

Mr. CONNALLY. I shall have a little time; it does not
all belong to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. VANDENBERG. It does at the moment, and I think
I can demonstrate that it does at the moment if the Senator
wants to try it further.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President——

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield to the Senator from South
Carolina,

Mr. BYRNES. I think the Senator’s recollection is in
error about his attitude as to relief bills.

Mzr. VANDENBERG. I may say to the Senator that I
am thinking particularly of the $4.800,000,000 relief meas-
ure, which I think typifies the bill I am discussing.

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator is correct; he did vote against
that bill, but the Senator voted for the first bill in 1933 and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

May 23

the Senator is also recorded as having voted for the last bill
for the year ending June 1938.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The latter bill was the $250,000,000
supplement?

Mr. BYRNES. That is correct. The first bill was the
bill of 1933 for which the Senator voted; the Senator voted
against the 1935 bill.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I thank the Senator for presenting
the precise record, so that I do not have to speak from
memory.

The $4,880,000,000 was the one which completely typifies
the problem which we again have before us. The first relief
bill was our first attack on the problem and our first effort
to deal with it in any way. I now recall that we were all
perfectly willing to go along with it as an experiment. We
learned a lot of things in the course of that year, and what
I learned, so far as I am concerned, was reflected in that
vote against the $4,880,000,000 bill, not because I was voting
against relief, not because I am not prepared to grant relief,
as I shall clearly demonstrate, but because I am utterly and
absolutely opposed to a diseriminatory relief system which,
under the existing bill, consigns two-thirds of those on relief
to a mere pittance of a dole while it creates a special sort
of privileged class among the unemployed to whom special
privilege and special favor are granted. Those who want
that sort of a system are welcome to embrace it. If oppos-
ing that sort of a system can be interpreted as oppesing
relief then I totally fail to understand the processes of logic.

Mr, President, before I was interrupted, I was discussing
the response of the American people to the President’s
pump-priming appeal. I was suggesting that if the Presi-
dent had issued to the American people the same sort of
statement he had previously made the response of the people
to the Gallup poll might have been different.

Suppose the President had said the same thing, I repeat,
in his “fireside chat” of April 1938 that he had said in his
appeal for funds in October 1932—and that is the sentiment
I have previously quoted from him at Pittsburgh—would not
the majority against pump priming have increased to almost
smothering proportions? In other words, if it had been
frankly told the American people that there is not one
penny that the Federal Government can get from anywhere
on earth except from the pockets of the American taxpayer,
and if it had been emphasized to them, Mr, President, 6
years ago that all taxes are finally paid in the sweat of the
brow of labor itself—if that had been driven home to the
American people, instead of permitting this new easy-money
conviction to possess the minds of our people, that there is
something eternal about these appropriations from Wash-
ington, something like manna from heaven that nobody has
ever really to pay for, if the reality of the tax chalienge,
I repeat, had been presented to the American people, I won-
der if it would not have still more increased the majority
by which they spoke in this poll against pump priming?

Is what the President said any less true in 1938 than it
was in 1932? It is not, and the interim has proved it.

Many petitioners ask me to “support the President.” I
do, as he spoke in 1932; but I cannot change fast enough to
switch to his position in 1938. I still agree that—

There is not an unempl man, there is not a
farmer, whose interest in this subject is not direct and vital.

I still agree that this measure finally makes for less jobs
rather than for more—the President’s philosophy, not mine.
I still agree that it is not in the true permanent interest of
the unempioyed, and that is why I shall not support it. That
is why I urge the alternative approach to this supremely
vital subject of relief.

Pump priming means that we continue to borrow money,
or to create it by manipulation, in an effort to spend our-
selves into better times and to buy prosperity. It means
bigger debts, bigger deficits, and bigger taxes, or else it
means the utterly devastating alternatives of either inflation
or repudiation. It means discouragement to private indus-
try, which is our sole source of true recovery. It is a deter-
rent rather than a tonic to the confidence which we need
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in the blood stream of our commerce. No matter how
superficially and temporarily alluring, in the long run it is
poison. It simply postpones the day when real recovery will
produce real jobs, It creates more problems than it solves.
It stops more jobs than it makes, Worst of all, it again
postpones a candid, factual, and effective solution of the
whole relief problem, which, for the sake of America, cannot
much longer be met on the basis of pell-mell expediency.

I desire to quote at this point one significant sentence
from an editorial in the Detroit News:

England rejected the pump-priming counsel of its Economist
John Maynard Keynes—and recovered; * * * America has

listened to this distinguished advocate of “managed economy'—
and never has recovered.

Mr. President, the British experience necessarily is of
significant importance to us, inasmuch as it seems to be
rather generally conceded that we got our ultimate im-
pulse and inspiration for pump priming from a visit which
Mr. Keynes made to Washington in 1934.

A few days ago Sir Charles Morgan Webb, another dis-
tinguished British economist, was interviewed on the radio
in New York on this general subject. I desire to read some
of the questions and answers, as bearing solely upon the
proposition that since we took a British precedent for
pump priming in the first instance, we should be very
much interested in exploring the British experience and the
British conclusion respecting it. I refer to the radio inter-
view with Sir Charles Morgan Webb a few nights ago. I
quote from Sir Charles:

In order to get a clear picture, it is necessary to explain that
the idea of spending for recovery did not originate with Mr.
Eeynes. The Labor Government first proposed it in England
in 1931. And it caused such a wage of hostile public opinion
that the Labor Government was compelled to resign. The Bald-
win government charted its course and sailed in an entirely
different direction. It recognized that permanent reemployment
must depend on private enterprise, and that government-created
work would undermine private enterprise.

Soon after this policy was laid down by the new government,
the nations of the British Commonwealth met for conference in
Ottawa, Canada. That was in the summer of 1932. After ex-
haustive study of the causes of the depression, a program for
recovery was adopted. BSince this program proved highly success-
aﬂ and immediately began bringing recovery, it has been adhered

ever since.

Then this question was asked of Sir Charles:
Did this program include heavy government spending?

Sir Charles’ answer is as follows:

It did not. Monetary policy was the foundation of British
Empire recovery. The report adopted at Ottawa stated that the
conditions necessary for recovery must be achieved, not by infla-
tionary public spending, but by an orderly monetary policy.
This principle was reaffirmed 11 months later in the British
Empire currency declaration of July 27, 1933.

AllI * * * can say authoritatively—

Continuing the quotation from Sir Charles—

is what I have read in Mr. Eeynes' last book, The General
Theory. He now gqualifies his advocacy of public spending. On
page 120, he explains that the psychological result of govern-
ment competition with private enterprise, through a public-works
program, may affect confidence so serlously as to destroy the
marginal efficiency of capital and retard private investment.

There, Mr. President, is the seasoned conclusion of the
British economist who brought the theory of pump
priming to America, who was largely responsible for cre-
aling an American hospitality to it, and who now finds not
only that his own country has abandoned it to its ad-
vantage, but who himself, in black and white, is forced to
concede the menace and the hazard in the precise thing
which he recommended to us, which we undertook, and
which, in the pending measure, we are asked to maintain
and perpetuate.

Now, Mr. President, I desire to deal specifically with the
problem of relief as it is needlessly and dangerously com-
plicated through this dual method of handling it on Fed-
eral and State responsibility, collectively.

There are two definite and distinet types of relief at the
present time, as everyone knows. The Federal Government
assumes to create work for employables substantially at
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Federal expense. State and local governments must take
care of unemployables without Federal aid. Now let us see
precisely what happens to our citizens, each equally entitled
to equivalent treatment from the Government. Let the
comparison rest between W. P. A. and its so-called work
relief on the one hand, and local so-called direct relief on,
the other hand. I am using the figures submitted to the,
community mobilization, the annual Nation-wide gathering
of local social workers from all over the country, held in
Washington March 11, 1938. I ask Senators to observe
these figures, because they represent the sum total of the
insufferably discriminatory system which we are asked to
perpetuate and maintain. L {

The ayerage W. P. A, worker throughout the country re=-
ceives $53 per month per case, and they represent less than
one-half of the relief load. The average local reliefer
throughout the country receives $22 per month per case,
and they represent more than one-half of the relief load.
Stop here for a moment and frankly assess the contempla-
tion. Here are two heads of families in the same American
community, each equally the victim of depression, each
equally entitled to help, each equally confronting the same
need for food, shelter, and clothing. They live side by
side. One gets $53 per month. The other gets $22 per
month. Of course, these rates differ in different parts of
the country. I deal in averages, but they are typical of the
differential and the discrimination. One depression victim
gets nearly 250 percent better treatment than the other. In
other words, the Federal policy forces the creation of special
privilege, a favored class, among depression’s victims them=
selves,

Mr. LUNDEEN. Mr. President, will the able Senator
from Michigan yield?

Mr, VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Is it possible that politics may have
something to do with the difference in the amounts of relief
contributions?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I made some reference to the polit-
ical implications before the able Senator from Minnesota came
into the Chamber. Undoubtedly the answer is “Yes,” but
fundamentally, as I shall endeavor to demonstrate, this dis-
crimination is bound to exist so long as there is an attempt
in Washington to reach out into the Commonwealths and
divide the victims of the depression into two classes, saying
to one class, “You may have Federal support and aid,” and
to the other class, “You cannot have Federal support and
aid.” Whenever aid comes through Federal sources from
Washington, this inevitable psychology of easy money is
again at work, whereas when aid comes from local sources,
where the citizen knows he has to pay taxes to foot the bill,
there is a totally different psychology and a totally different
vigilance with respect to the expenditures.

I am speaking about two citizens of equal right and equal
necessity, who live side by side on the same street in an
American community, to one of whom the Government says
“You can have $53 a month,” to the other of whom the
Government says, “You have to live on $22 a month.” It is
an insufferable distortion of democracy. Furthermore, the
Federal pretense that the system cares for all employables,
and frankly recognizes in them, for some unaccountable
reason, a special Federal responsibility, is a sham and a
delusion. The acting W. P. A. Administrator tried to tell a
Senate committee on January 4, 1938, that this agency was
caring for all the able-bodied, needy unemployed. It has
done, is doing, and will do no such thing. The President
himself admitted, in his speech of March 11, 1938, to the
Community Mobilization, that the national economy does not
permit doing that in more than the great majority of cases.
Thus the Federal policy creates a second specially privileged
group inside the first supposed specially privileged group,
because many of the employables unable to get W. P. A.
assignments are on the $22 average instead of the $53
average.

I submit that there can be no defense for any such national
policy on the part of the Federal Government. There can
be no defense for a Federal policy which in effect tells one
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citizen he may have $53 a month because he is lucky
enough—God save the mark—to get on W. P. A., and tells
his neighbor that he must live on $22 a month because he is
unlucky enough to be an employable who has not been hired
by W. P. A, or because he is an unemployable on so-called
direct relief.

Yet these bitter discriminations are inevitably inherent in
the dual Federal-State relief system which the Federal Gov-
ernment acain insists, in the pending bill, upon still dictat-
ing to State and local relief authorities. Nor shall we ever
escape these discriminations, this insufferable prejudice as
between equivalent American citizens, until we unify the
Federal formula on a basis of lump-sum grants in aid to the
States, which shall then be authorized and required to handle
their own relief problem as an integrated whole in each
State.

If any State wants to continue these discriminations, let it
be the State’s responsibility to make this prejudicial decision.
At least we can rid ourselves of Federal responsibility for
these outrageous differentials between equally deserving
citizens in what is still presumed to be a democracy.

Mr. President, I wish to insert a table in the Recorp at
this point in my remarks. It was impossible to get a direct
answer from Mr. Hopkins in connection with his testimony
before the Senate Committee on Appropriations on this sub-
ject, so I have been forced to put this table together from
figures submitted in the House hearings, first on page 12 of
those hearings, and then on page 99.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection?

There being no objection, the table was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

A B
Works
Ad n:éms Cases of
Btate tration relief
employ- | month of
mearg,ai;v;ek February
26, 1938
1038
Grand total -] 2,304,868 | _ . _______
Continental United States. 2,392, 347 2, 024, 63
b | #6185 1,930
Arizona__ 8, 554 2,824
Arkansas, e 33, 351 4, 181
O e o1, 648 124, 580
Colorado i 27,171 15, 200
C L A e e = 21,310 23, 600
Delaware. < 2,996 1,848
District of Columbia. 7, 960 2, 539
Florida = 31, 241 7,904
Georgia B33 8, 202
Idaho_ . N 11, 426 3, 300
Tllinois__ i 2 104, 687 205, 600
Indiana , 408 75, 000
Towa._ ... S 41, 533
Kansas____ 35, 612 19, 511
Kentucky. - 285 7,000
isi 81,120 7,152
W e ey b e 1;: %{ 1;: 910
Maryland 303
s |
m. "y
Mol g a8
Missouri__ 85, 215 57,943
18, 144 7, 781
ey 28, 202 11,120
N ;{ pshire. i g 10, ﬁ
ew Ham i
= New Jersey = 78,035 84, R00
Mexico . i 9, 858 2,278
New York City, 151,788 844, 000
New York sueludmg New York Cit¥)eeecoeomcnaacaes 52, 659 7, 535
North 31,145 9, 573
North Dakota 14, 870 137, 200
Ohio_ 106, 168 33, 500
= ge| 48
O 8, 487
Pennsylvania 217, 156 12, 000
] Island _ 12,783 1,737
South Carolina 80, 115 6, 804
Bouth Dakota 17, 402 6, 166
' 5 30, 600 13, 800
5 i 78, 330 B, 480
Utah 10, 386 8, 610
Vermont 5, 101 16, 742
Virginia. 22,716 2, 560
45, 556 23, 688
West Virginia 40, 847 57, 113
64,300 2,172
¥ L F I,
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Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, this table shows the
number of reliefers in each State who are on W. P. A, that
is, the $53 a month class; it also shows the number who are
on direct local relief, that is, the $22 class.

In my own State of Michigan, for example, the comparison
shows that while 120,000 victims of the depression are en-
joying the relatively greater henefits of Federal bounty, 148,-
000, by the very nature and force of the Federal purpose
and formula, are required to live on the basis of $22 a month,
with utter discrimination against them as to their rights and
their necessities.

Let us look at the statistics for the State of Minnesota,
whose able Senator is doing me the honor of listening to me.
In his State 57,696 reliefers have the benefit of the higher
rate, 52,588 reliefers are forced by the sheer necessity of the
formula itself to accept subsistence upon this very discrimi-
natory basis.

Mr. LUNDEEN. The Senator seems to say, in other words,
that there is no sane and sensible plan behind this thing,
that it is just utter chaos.

Mr. VANDENBERG. There is a plan, Mr. President, but
it is an unhappy plan, because it undertakes by Federal man-
date to classify our people as to their right to look to the
Federal Government for assistance under this amazing for-
mula which has operated for 4 or 5 years and which we are
now asked to perpetuate. I repeat, one citizen is told that
he may look to Federal responsibility and as a result enjoy
$53 a month on the average, and his neighbor, for no reason
other than that he may be unemployable, or is an employable
who has failed to get a W. P. A. job, is told that he must
live on $22 a month.

The able Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Berry] is sitting
before me. The figures in his State show less discrimina-
tion, because the Federal Government is carrying a larger
portion of the load in Tennessee. But in Tennessee 30,990
reliefers are in the upper bracket, looking to the Federal
Government for support, and getting it at an average of $53
& month, while 13,800 are forced, on the other hand, to
rely upon local resources which are able to deliver an aver-
age subsistence of only $22 a month. I submit that so
long as there is even one citizen who is equally the victim of
a common depression against whom a discrimination lies as
result of a Federal policy, the Federal policy is indefensible.

The figures in the table I have submitted will be found
greatly illuminating by many Senators. The Senator from
California will be interested in knowing that in his State the
discrimination is particularly challenging, because while in
California 91,649 families enjoy the higher benefit of Fed-
eral bounty, 124,580 families are forced by the very nature
of the formula to live at the lower level of an average of
$22 a month, because dependent upon State and local
resources.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr, VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. LUNDEEN. What executive authority or commission
is there which does this arbitrary classifying, relegating some
people to one class, and elevating or endeavoring to elevate
others into another class? It seems to me it is a dangerous
authority.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am unable to answer the Senator
as to the original source of this formula, but it is a standard
formula which has been adopted and applied for 3 or 4 years,
speaking roughly, which accepts for the Federal Govern-
ment relief responsibility for so-called employables, but de-
clines all Federal responsibility for so-called unemployables.
The point which I shall ultimately attempt to personify by
the substifute which I shall offer is that, so far as the
Federal Government is concerned, if it has any money for
relief to send to the Senator’s State of Minnesota, it should
not undertake to say what Minnesota shall do with it. If
should say to Minnesota, “Here is the Federal contribution
to your sum total problem. If is your responsibility to
choose the method of your relief and to be answerable for
the integrity of its administration. If you want to create
special classes among your own people, you can do it, but
the Federal Government cannot and shall not do it.”
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Mr. LUNDEEN. Will the able Senator yield to me again?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Probably in that event there would be
less classification, or perhaps classifications would disappear,
because neighbors would hesitate to classify their neighbors
into various groups and classes. They would be more in-
terested in justice in equality.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator is completely correct;
and what the Senator has said in a simple sentence is the
best possible reason I know of why the substitute which is
offered in the name of democracy as between suffering people
should be adopted.

It has been suggested in the debate in the Senate that
because I happen to oppose the particular form in which
some of these relief bills have come in I have no interest
in taking care of relief. On the contrary, I have such a
deep interest in taking care of relief on a democratic basis
that I want the formula to permit democracy to prevail when
it comes to problems of mercy.

Mr. President, we may talk about the inequity of a dole,
which is the simple word to describe direct relief; we may
talk about the necessity for maintaining W. P. A. and work
relief in order to keep self-respecting Americans off the dole;
but the truth is that this Federal policy forces 60 percent of
our depression victims onto the dole. Mr. President, you can
call it something else if you want to, but that is precisely
what is happening as the result of the character of legisla-
tion which we are again asked to pass this week in the
Senate.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GILLETTE in the chair).
Does the Senator from Michigan yield to the Senator from
Washington?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. BONE. How would the Senator have the relief ad-
ministered in the States? What sort of machinery would
the Senator suggest to be set up, and what difference would
there be in the means used for the disposition of the money?

Mr. VANDENBERG. If the Senator will bear with me,
I shall come to that point in a very short while.

Mr. BONE. I was not present when the Senator began
his speech. Has the Senator suggested any amount of
money for relief to take the place of the $1,425,000,000 pro-
vided in the bill before us?

Mr. VANDENBERG. Oh, yes. The Senator from Mich-
igan has suggested precisely the same sum which the Presi-
dent says he needs under his formula, because the Senator
from Michigan believes that if that sum—I am referring to
title I of the bill—were provided under the different form-
ulae which I propose, it would buy so much more relief per
dollar that title II would not be needed at all.

I repeat that the community mobilization was a meeting
in Washington a month or two ago of the representatives of
all the community chests and all the organized social work-
ers of the country, called together at the instance of the
President of the United States. While I cannot wholly
agree with the conclusion of the community mobilization,
as expressed by Mr. Charles P. Taff, I certainly can sub-
scribe in the main to this observation, which I quote from
Mr. Taft's recent Washington address:

We are asking for decent care for all those on rellef, instead of
the creation of a doubly underprivileged group representing about
60 percent of the load today who are left to local resources with-
out Federal aid or supervision, and more than half of whom are
employables, They are not distinguishable in any sound way
from those who are on WPA. We propose an integrated program
which through Federal supervision and grants will provide ade-
quate care for all persons in need. We advocate a flexible na-
tional relief program, including work relief, sensitive to local
needs and managed by local officials, but financed jointly by Fed-
eral, State, and local governments through a system of grants-in-
aid based upon a stipulated formula.

Senators will observe as I proceed, and when I have offered
the complete substitute, that the thing I am laying at the bar
of the Senate, precisely as it was offered in the House a few
weeks ago, is substantially a response to the recommendation
of the community mobilization, which is to say, an answer
to those who come from the grass roots of this depression
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and who know at first hand what the local and State prob-
lem is and what ought to be done about it.

Mr. President, I am not arguing this proposition at the mo-
ment as a matter of economy. That is something else. I
am arguing it as a matter of equity and fair play as between
American citizens who are in distress. I am saying, “You
have no right to peg one citizen at $22 per month for relief
and another citizen at $53, and still another citizen at some-
thing substantially higher under P. W. A.” I am saying that
they are entitled to equal treatment, at least so far as their
Federal Government is concerned. I am saying that s ma-
jority of them would be better off if all these Federal schemes
were abandoned, and we were to make lump-sum grants-in-
aid to the States, and if all relief clients were then treated
alike. There would be more money to divide, because less of
it would be diverted to the special-privileged minority, and
less of it would be wasted on needless Federal overhead.

As to the former, I point out that the Ohio Chamber of
Commerce, reporting upon careful statistical studies made
in Akron, finds under date of April 25, 1938, that it costs
four times as much to take care of a case under P. W. A, or
similar agencies, as it does by so-called direct relief, I be-
lieve this is typical.

As to the latter, I point out that the overhead in W. P. A.
alone is in excess of $65,000,000 a year.

It seems to me that one conclusion is inevitable. There

should be a frank abandonment of these Federal schemes, no
matter how nobly they may be meditated, and the substitu-
tion of lump-sum Federal grants-in-aid, which will make it
possible for the States to produce more relief for less money.
In turn, if the States wish, it will be possible for them to level
off these special privileges and these discriminations between
their own citizens who are in distress.
. Proponents of the pending measure like to argue that it is
a mercy measure for the victims of the depression. On the
contrary, it is a continuing ghastly blow to the welfare of
a majority of the victims, because it continues to confine
them to the lowest limit of direct relief. Nay, more, the
local relief sources upon which the Federal policy and the
pending measure force part of our employables and all of
our unemployables to rely for relief are rapidly drying up,
and the $22-a-month average will slowly, surely, and pain-
fully become less and ever less. Is that the humane way?
I think not. This program flies false colors. The humane
way is to acknowledge our errors, change our course, and
produce an average better lot for all citizens to whom we owe
relief, F

I have quoted Mr. Taft and the community mobilization.
I should like further to identify Mr. Taft as chairman of the
National Citizens’ Committee, raised by the President to deal
with the Community Chest and kindred local and philan-
thropic problems.

I hasten to make it plain that my own argument goes fur-
ther than Mr. Taft and his group went. They did not op-
pose W. P. A, as a work program. They said they believed
W. P. A. had a good work program, but I am bound to at-
tach special significance to this further quotation from the
Taft speech:

I may say there are some of us who have some doubts about the
work idea in connection with relief. As far as I am concerned
that is not based on any desire to save taxes or to save the amount
of money spent.

Then Mr, Taft indicated that his recommendation for basic
change in the Federal formula was in the interest primarily
of equity as between citizens, as I have previously quoted. He
still includes work relief in his formula. My proposition is
that on the basis of whatever resources of its own the State
may feel able to add to the Federal grant-in-aid beyond a
minimum requirement of 25 percent each State shall decide
for itself upon what basis it shall provide and finance relief.
We would not say that a State should abandon work relief,
We would simply say that so far as the Federal Government
is concerned it is our responsibility to deal with relief necessi-
ties as a whole; that we propose no longer to require dis-
crimination as between citizens on relief; that our Federal
relief appropriations must treat all citizens alike; that we
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make our Federal lump-sum contribution on the basis of
certain criteria to cover basic subsistence necessities; and
that each State can then proceed with its own problem as it
sees fit.

‘Once more, Mr. President, I return to Mr. Taft’s interpre-
tation of the attitude of the community mobilization, be-
cause certainly the testimony of the community mobiliza-
tion is a vital challenge to all of us, since it represents the
intimate experience of all our local communities in dealing
with distress. What rational, sustained answer can be made
to Mr. Taft when he says:

If the grant-in-aid is right for old-age pensions, if it is right

for dependent children, if it is right for highways, if it is right

for P. W. A, if it is right for health; if local administration, super-
vised by the Social Security Board, is right for unemployment com-
pensation, they why in God’s name isn't it right for relief? We
have the Social SBecurity Board supervising the standards for old-
age pensions, for dependent children, and for blind relief. We
have them s unemployment compensation. We have
‘W. P. A. actually administering the whole program for the able-
bodled unemployed and we have only the local communities that
are handling the unemployable, theoretically.

Why? Why a privileged group that is getting 53 a case a
month and an underpri up that is getting $22 a case a
month? Why any differentiation? Why any privilege? Even if
they are unemployable as compared to those who are employable,
still why the difference? Why should the Federal Government
say: “We are going to see to it that this group gets what we call
a security wage”? In some States, Massachusetts, for instance, the
average may be as high as 8§70, compared to $30 that they pay
under direct relief. Why? Why should there be that kind of a
differentiation between who after all are all American
citizens, are all just as much entitled to care? Why should we
in the local communities be told: “You have got to take care of
the unemployables. That is your job. You do that. We don’t
care what you do to them. Throw them out if you want. Don't
pay any attention to them. Take the transients as fast as they
come in on the traln and fire them out on the train going the
other direction. What do we care?”

There is no soundness in that—

Bays Mr. Taft, speaking for the community moblltzat!on
I submit he is on impregnable ground.

There is no soundness in that. What we need is a united
approach to the whole problem.

Mr. President, the constructive program presented by the
minority in the House was a united approach to the whole
problem. The substitute which I am offering for the pend-
ing measure is a united approach to the whole problem.
‘When substantially the same tHing was proposed 1 year ago,
one of the most distinguished spokesmen for the adminis-
tration—Representative Woobprun, of Virginia—while then
opposing the idea, had this to say in the debates:

Undoubtedly the principle set out in this substitute has much
merit, Perhaps sometime we will reach a situation in this relief
business when we thall have to get down fo the proposition of
‘devising some permanent method of meeting relief, At the present
time, however, we have not reached that point.

In other words, Mr, President, our proposed alternative is
sound as a permanent policy, whenever the time comes when
we reach the point when a permanent program is necessary.
In all earnestness I inquire, Have we not now reached that
point? - Today, in spite of an utterly stupendous pump
priming, we have as many unemployed as we had in the
depths of the first depression., We have an even more acute
relief challenge than at any time in any previous depression,
Is it enough in such circumstances merely to cling to the
formula which failed before, and which palpably was created
solely for an emergency? Shall we fool curselves into be-
leving that the same pump priming which previously failed
to save us from devising a permanent relief policy will save
us now? Such a theory simply does not make sense.

Mr, LUNDEEN. Mr, President——

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield to the able Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. LUNDEEN. It seems to me that the measures we |

are adopting are mere stopgaps. Some of us have voted
for all of them, and some of us for part of them. How-
ever, it seems to me that these pending measures offer no
permanent solution or remedy for the present depression or
panic, This is merely a stopgap, or whatever one may
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choose to call it. When the money is expended we shall
find ourselves exactly where we are now, except that we
shall be loaded with bonds and debt, and interest; more
misery and more poverty; more hunger and more desti-
tution.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I do not see how any Senator can
escape the realistic reasoning of the able Senator from
Minnesota. History is the best teacher we have; and our
history during the past 6 years permits no coneclusion other
than the one which the Senator from Minnesota has just
announced, and in which I completely concur.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

m;ﬁ' VANDENBERG. I yield to the Senator from Wash-
Tl

Mr. BONE. What does the present colloquy imply in the
way of social and economic changes in the country? If,
under the formula of the Harding, Coolidge, and Hower
administrations, the country wound up with 15,000,000 un-
employed, and the so-called relief measures are ineffective,
what is implicit in such a picture? What does the situation
suggest in the way of necessary economic and social changes
in our set-up?

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, it may suggest a great
many necessary changes in our social and economie picture.

Mr. BONE. Is it not a fair assumption——

Mr. VANDENBERG. If the Senator will permit me to
finish the thought I had in mind, I suggest to him that if
we confine ourselves for teday to the utterly enormous
relief problem, which is definitely and specifically a problem
unto itself, I think we shall probably cover as much ground
as any of us could hope to cover in one discussion.

There is great reason in the suggestion submitted by the
Senator from Washington. Of course there is no answer
to the economic condition of the country in any relief meas-
ure. We cannot cure the relief problem by & relief measure.

Mr. BONE. How would the Senator cure it?

Mr. VANDENBERG. If the Senator will permit me to
continue, If there is economic necessity for complete reor-
ganization in order to encourage the hope that we shall
not have additional depressions, well and good; but the
pending measure is solely for the purpose of taking care
of the victims of an existing depression, in the hope that
before the money is gone something else will have pro-
duced employment under private auspices.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I will yield in just a moment, if
the Senator can curb his impatience for one additional
sentence.

Mr. BONE. I am the soul of patience.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The trouble is that the joint resolu-
tion not only will fail equitably to do the things which I
have described, but, if the experience of the past 5 years
is any criterion, it will also so thoroughly discourage the
ordinary processes of economic recovery that when the
money is gone, as the Senator from Minnesota indicated a
few moments ago, we shall be right back where we are
today—right back where we started in 1933—and all we
shall have to show for our experience will be another enor-
mous addition to the public debt.

I now yield to the Senator from Washington.

Mr. BONE. The Senator from Michigan has referred to
the possibility or the necessity of reorganization as a possible
objective to be attained. What sort of reorganization has
the Senator in mind? Certainly there is nothing in the
experience of the last 3 years of the Hoover administra-
tion to suggest the desirability of going back to that form
of operation. What security is there in the picture for the
average American?

If Mr. Hoover and his philosophy and formulae were unable
to provide security, and if present-day operations are unable
to provide it, where, then, is security to be found? Where is
safety to be found under our system if all the formulae seem
to break down when they are put to the test?

I admit that perhaps the Senator may conclude that I am
going afield, but I am not going afield in such a vital matter.
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It is conceded by some Senators that the formulae of the
past are not working. What, then, is the answer? Why
should we continue to walk away from the answers, if there
be answers, merely because they do not strike a pleasant note
in this Chamber?

Mr. VANDENBERG. For the past torturing 7 months in
Congress we have been dealing with attempts to answer some
of the questions which the Senator raises, At the moment we
are only trying to take care of the victims thrown up by our
failure thus far to find the answers the Senator seeks.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. LUNDEEN. I am much interested, as we all are, in the
able discussion of the distinguished Senator from Michigan.
I should like to say that I was elected by the Farmer-Labor
Party of Minnesota. This is not the time to put forward our
program. However, I should like to have the indulgence of
the Senate at some time to present that program, which I
think is fundamental. I think we shall never solve such
problems until we get down to fundamentals. I think the
Senator from Michigan is making a valuable contribution to
the discussion.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I venture the belief that no Senator would
assert that we could indefinitely meet recurring crises, such
as the one we face today, on the basis of made work.

There will not be enough work to be made indefinitely, and
there would not be a public credit to stand the strain even
if there were enough work to be made. We have reached
the point now when we dare no longer blink these facts,
particularly in the presence of the contemporary testimony
of Relief Administrator Hopkins that the Federal Govern-
ment will be in the relief business permanently.

When Great Britain, with a far longer and more intimate
experience with this problem than our own, realized that
she faced a permanent problem she shifted from work-
making schemes to direct relief. I am not asking that we
take this step by Federal mandate, but I am asserting again
and again that we have reached a point where the relief
challenge is sufficiently permanent—and it is rendered still
more permanent by the discouragement of sound economic
recovery inherent in this renewed pump-priming proposal—
we have reached the point where the relief challenge is
sufficiently acute so that as a Federal Government we dare
not longer ignore the need for a new formula which will do
justice not only to the public credit but also to the great
majority of our citizens on relief against whom the existing
system is a gross and insufferable discrimination.

Now, Mr. President, let me turn to another wholly non-
partisan authority for substantial approval of the need for
a new and different formula. I refer to the group of mu-
nicipal research directors, 18 of them, from Boston to Los
Angeles and from St. Paul to New Orleans, who presented a
desperately important memorandum to the unemployment
investigating committee headed by the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. Byrnes] a few weeks ago. Their credentials
are unimpeachable, Without reading their names, I ask
that the list of the 18 representatives of 18 leading cities
of the United States be printed at this point in the Recorbp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the list
will be printed in the REcorb.

The list referred to is as follows:

Carl P, Herbert, 8t. Paul Bureau of Municipal Research.

Carter W. Atkins, Governmental Research Institute, St. Louls.

Lent D, Upson, Detroit Bureau of Governmental Research.

Robert M, Goodrich, Providence Governmental Research Bureau.

H. P. Ells, Toledo Commission of Publicity and Efficiency.

‘W. Earl Weller, Rochester Bureau of Municipal Research.

Mayo Fesler, Citizens League of Cleveland.

Corbett Long, Civic Research Institute of Kansas City.

William C. Beyer, Philadelphia Bureau of Municipal Research.

Merle W. DeWees, Duluth Governmental Research Bureau.

Abbett Pulliam, Schenectady Bureau of Municipal Research.

D. Benton Biser, Baltimore Commission on Governmental Effi-
ciency and Economy.

James O. Stevenson, Los Angeles Bureau of Municipal Research.

Herman C. Loefiler, Boston Bureau of Municipal Research.
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Norman MacDonald, Massachusetts Federation of Taxpayers
Associations.

Or?ém?é Sheppard, Bureau of Governmental Research of New

Sidney Detmers, Buffalo Municipal Research Bureau.

J. Calvin Skinner, Cincinnati Bureau of Governmental Research.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The first vitally significant thing
emphasized by these technicians is that although—

The years 1936 and early 1937 were good years, economically
speaking, yet the cost of relief nationally did not appreciably abate.

In its implication, Mr. President, that is a shocking fact to
anyone who is willing realistically to face the problem of our
rapidly exhausting sources of tax revenue, and no one should
be more eager to face it realistically than the reliefers them-
selves, because the maintenance of the public credit is all
that stands between them and destitution.

Take a few typical examples. The total ascertainable
cost of welfare activities in the good year of 1936 in Boston
was $40,000,000, as compared with a total Boston tax collec-
tion on real and personal property of $60,000,000. Boston
itself, of course, did not pay all these bills. That, however, is
not the point. The point is to find a yardstick by which to
visualize the extent of the relief and welfare burden today.
I submit that these municipal research directors have found
that yardstick. In Boston the relief and welfare load was
equivalent to two-thirds of all the local tax resources for the
good year of 1936.

In Cincinnati—listen to this, Senators—the relief and wel-
fare expenditures in the good year of 1936 were equivalenf to
118 percent of all the local tax resources for that year. In
Indianapolis they were equivalent to 70 percent; in Mil-
waukee to 90 percent; in San Francisco to 77 percent; in
St. Louis to 75 percent; and in St. Paul to 100 percent.

These flgures would be utterly serious, Mr. President, if
they represented a peak from which we were receding, but
they are not the peak; the figures are for the comparatively
good year, I repeat, of 1936. The load is infinitely greater
today. It will be still greater tomorrow.

In the face of such exhibits, are we justified in blindly
pursuing the same old formula; shall we, speaking for the
Federal Government, take the responsibility for continuing
the same old course as is the purport of the pending bill? I
submit that it is fair neither to those who still struggle to
pay taxes nor to the reliefers themselves, particularly to the
latter, because they will be the first to suffer when “the well
runs dry.” I submit that it is not fair to American institu-
tions to put them in such jeopardy. I submit that it is par-
ticularly cruel for the Congress to mislead the people to
believe that the Federal Government itself can much longer
stand the strain.

But let me return to the municipal research group and its
testimony before the committee, headed by the able Senator
from South Carolina. Of course, it reports the same inde-
fensible discriminations between citizens on relief to which I
have already adverted. I am not talking about diserimina-
tions due to politics; that is something else. I am not talking
about discriminations due to manipulation and exploitation;
that is something else. I am talking about the inevitable,
deliberate, preordained discriminations inherent in this dual
relief system under which we operate, and which we again
propose to perpetuate in the pending measure.

Again, let me give just a few typical examples: In Boston,
while 23,000 W. P. A. families lived on $856 a year average,
22,000 direct-relief families, entitled to the same rights and
presumably confronting the same need, lived on $367 a year
average. In St. Louis, 17,000 W. P. A. families lived on $852
a year, while 40,000 direct-relief families lived on $389 a year.
This joint resolution and this system may be welcomed by
the 17,000, but a change such as I have suggested certainly
would be welcomed by the 40,000.

In San Francisco, 18,000 W. P. A. families got $800, while
33,700 direct-relief families got $431.

While these parallels are not wholly exact, because of over-
lapping years, yet the comparisons are typical, and they again
indict the present American relief system, perpetuated by the




7234

pending bill, as cruel, unfair, and undemocratic in the treat-
ment of a national majority of citizens in distress.

But, again coming back to the report of these municipal
research directors—and it is not pleasant reading, but neither
is the plight of the victims of this new depression, nor is the
national prospectus unless without much more delay we shall
face facts and put first things first—I read, Mr. President,
from the dreadfully challenging statement submitted by
these municipal research directors to the committee headed
by the able Senator from South Carolina.

The continuing high level of relief costs not only in the cities
enumerated, but undoubtedly in most others, causes us to face the
stark reality that the temporarily painless method of financing
relief so largely on a basis of emergency borrowing is certain to
produce calamitous financial repercussions in our American cities
at no remote future. Our interest is in maintaining the solvency
of the local governments so that those in need may be taken care
of in the future and the normal services of municipalities may be
carried on without impairment. To that end a planned, definite,
national relief policy, covering not only State but local phases, is
vital. We must recognize that relief is a permanent problem, in-
stead of following the hand-to-mouth policy, now in effect. The
local units upon which the impact of relief rests now do not know
for any fiscal period ahead whence the money is coming to meet
this enormous cost. It is imperative that some scheme of relief
be adopted—that is, (1) a planned program, (2) 1s financed out of
current revenues, and (3) is within the abilities of the various units
of government to support on a current basis.

The full impact of the relief cost then has not yet been felt. It
cannot, however, be indefinitely postponed. It is the course of
wisdom and true humanitarianism—

And I desire fo emphasize this challenge from these
municipal research directors—

It is the course of wisdom and true humanitarianism to take
bearings that may be followed without disaster to all, which
includes those whom we mean to assist.

In other words, Mr. President, when I am speaking against
this bill and in favor of the substitute, I am not speaking
against relief; I am not speaking against the human needs
of suffering thousands; I am proposing the same amount of
money that the President in his bill proposes, and I am
simply proposing a realistic, rationalized formula which has
the support of the social workers of America, which under-
takes to do away with existing discriminations, and to do
justice as between citizens of the United States who are
in trouble. I am seeking solely to do what the municipal
research directors of the counfry ask Congress o do when
they assert that it is the course of wisdom and true humani-
tarianism to take bearings that may be followed without
disaster to all.

I continue to quote briefly from the municipal research
testimony which I was reading:

The cost of relief has been obscured from the average citizen
partly because the cost has been deferred in many instances
through borrowing, and partly because of the mistaken impres-
slon that the cost of relief is not a burden upon a loeal com-
munity when the money comes from Washington.

Of course, that is the old hallucination, that is the old
mirage, that is the old Santa Claus idea—money from
Washington; easy money, nobody ever has to pay it; we
get it by manipulation, or magic, or legerdemain, or some-
thing.

The people of this country—

Continues this report—

must come to a realization that the cost of relief is eventually
met out of the earnings of all the people who work and pro-
duce.

It is concluded—

Say these experts—
that an ideal system of relief would be one in which the local
communities, or the communities alded by the BStates, would
assume responsibility for financing and administering relief under
reasonable minimum standards established on the basis of State
and local economy. Such a program, however, is impossible
of immediate adoption. It is possible, however, to device a per-
manent planned policy of relief which recognizes that—

(1) Relief can no longer be approached as a temporary emergency.

2)—

And T emphasize it—

{2) That rellef should be managed on a local basis, and under
circumstances that provide incentives to efficient and economical
administration; and
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(8) That the total of relief costs must be within the limits
of available public revenues, or of revenues that can be made
available when the BStates and localities recognize and assume
these responsibilities.

Mr. President, what are the direct recommendations of
these experts, these men who are living close to the grass
roots of this relief problem? Their recommendations, as
submitted to the committee headed by the able Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. Byrnes]l, are significantly similar to
those of the community mobilization. They are much the
same general character of recommendations which come
from every nonpolitical analyst, and they are precisely the
basis of the substitute which I am respectfully offering
for this joint resolution. Im other words, the substitute is
not born of my conception of the problem. It has for its
credentials the meaningful support of the community mo-
bilization of this Nation, of the municipal researchers of
this Nation, and of most of the analysts who have dealt with
the problem.

What are these final recommendations from the munici-
pal researchers?—

With a view to emphasizing local responsibility for relief, it
is urged that allocation of all Federal funds to State and local
units be made on a strictly matching basis, the local or State

participation to be sufficiently large to provide an emphatic
interest in economy.

(2) The determination of whether relief be on a direct or
work-relief basis be left entirely to the State and local govern-
ment.

(8) Federal aid should be granted to States only when the
State and local administration is on an efficiency basis, and the
smallest units of administration are the counties, larger cities,
or administrative districts of comparable significance.

(4) Federal aid should be granted on a sufficiently long-term
basis so that local governments can enact complete 12-month
municipal budgets in advance of each fiscal year,

That in essence, Mr. President, is the program which I
offer in this substitute for the new W. P, A, pump-priming
measure.

I have no illusions as to what will happen to it at the
moment. The same things will happen here that happened
in the House. But neither have I any doubts whatever that
the time will ecome when this sort of a relief formula, in some
paraphrase, will be adopted. There is no other way if
America shall conquer its own Frankenstein.

The President himself said, in his own pump-priming
message last April 14:

I want to make it clear that we do not believe that we can get
an adequate rise in national income merely by investing, lending,
or spending public funds. It is essential in our economy that
private funds be put to work.

But this is not a program to put private funds to work.
It is the exact opposite. No wonder that even so friendly a
newspaper as the New York Times has added an editorial
epitaph completely concurring in what I have said—an edi-
torial which I ask to have printed in the REcorp at this point
without reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The editorial is as follows:

The trouble with business in the United States today is not that
the Government has failed to spend enough money. No other
peacetime Government in the country’s history has ever spent re-
motely as much money as the Roosevelt administration. If Gov-
ernment spending were a sure prescription for prosperity the
country would now be enjoying such a boom as it has never
known. The trouble is not a lack of Government spending. It is
a lack of private spending. And private spending has contracted
because confidence is low; and confidence i low for one important
reason, because Government policies have depressed it—such poli-
cies as a constant forcing up of tke cost of producing goods, taxa-
tion so high as to reach the point of diminishing returns, Govern-
ment competition with private industry which has accomplished
little in 1itself but successfully discouraged Ilong-term capital
investment, the enactment of laws which have forced the distri-
bution of corporate reserves, and the willingness of the administra-
tion to sanction appeals to class prejudice on the part of some of
its officials.

The way to promote the recovery of business in this country is
not to try the doubtful expedient of attempting to gloss over
such factors as these by & new experiment with Government
pump priming, but to correct the conditions which are at bottom
responsible for a loss of confidence. The pump can be primed
with private funds if the administration will encourage private
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capital to do the job. That method of pump priming has definite
advantages over any program of large-scale spending which the
Government could possibly undertake. It costs nothing to the
taxpayer, adds nothing to the national debt and has a more lasting
effect upon the business of the country,

To approve the President’s new spending program now, and to
ignore meantime the fundamental factors of the present situation,
would be to invite one or the other of two results:

Either the frightening away from investment of private capital
many times as large as any conceivable amount of capital which
the Government can possibly pour in, or another temporary
“iInflationary” boom which will merely mtensﬂy the difficulties
which will have to be met ultimately on the inevitable day of
reckoning.

Mr. VANDENBERG.
conclude.

I repeat that I have no illusions as to the present recep-
tion which awaits this substitute proposal. It will be
plowed under, precisely as its kindred predecessors have
during the last 4 years. But I have no doubt that the
sheer force of inescapable necessity will drive Congress to
some such alternative formula before we are done with this
perplexing responsibility. I only hope that the awakening
will not come too late. I am afraid, however, that it will
be too late if the smug attitudes typified by High Adminis-
trator Hopkins persist in declining decent and reasonable
consideration for legitimate alternatives which are urged
by conscientious men who love their country and their
fellow man just as deeply as does the czar of W. P. A,

A Washington newspaper last Wednesday quoted Mr.
Hopkins as follows:

Hopkins repudiated the Vandenberg proposal without ever read-

ing it. He sald he “assumed it is a Republican measure, and
as such it is no good.”

This, Mr. President, is a sinister demonstration of the
Jupiter complex which takes possession of a big bureaucrat
who has intoxicated himself upon too much power. Ifis an
excellent example of the dangers of bureaucracy in a de-
mocracy. These overlords, starting humbly—as the very
able Mr. Hopkins did when he leaped from his place of
comparative insignificance to the control of the greatest
distribution of money in the history of the world—starting
humbly, and gradually expanding in self-confidence and
self-importance as the natural result of the successful exer-
cise of such enormous powers, these overlords finally mis-
take themselves for public masters rather than public
servants. They become arrogant and intolerant, and they
pronounce just such pontifical judements as the one at-
tributed to Mr. Hopkins which I have quoted. He rejects,
without reading, any consideration of any alternatives to
his own wisdom, although they come, Mr. President, from
the Community Mobilization of America, and from some of
the most respectable sources from which any advice upon
this problem could arise. He rejects, without reading, any
consideration of an alternative. In a fine display of the
relief nonpartisanism to which he gives lip service, he
rejects, without reading, any suggestions that flow from the
political opposition. They may still help pay the bills—
and how—but taxation without representation is no longer
unjust. It is the new dispensation. The ruler speaks. All
others should fall silent. I imagine it is the sort of thing
which caused the Romans of old to inquire:

Upon what meat doth this our Caesar feed,
That he is grown so great?

Considering the difficult nature of his assignment, I have
always felt that Mr. Hopkins has done exceedingly well in
his actual administration of the enormous relief system over
which he presides. Such a system defies actual and conclu-
sive economy and efficiency. Its administrator, therefore,
contends with great handicaps. I continue to believe that
Mr. Hopkins does exceedingly well under the circumstances,
and I do not withdraw this compliment even in the presence
of his contempt for those who fail to kneel to his infallibility;
but I would wish for him a reexamination of his own atti-
tudes for the sake of his country, to which I am sure he is
sincerely devoted.

Mr. President, I am now about to
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This proposed alternative may deserve the repudiation
which Mr. Hopkins bespeaks. If it lacks intrinsic merit, that
should be its fate, but so long as we are spending four, five,
six, seven billion dollars of the people’s money each year in
one or another form of relief, and so long as we must continue
to risk the public credit of the whole Nation in such enter-
prise, every earnestly offered program is entitled to respectful
and constructive attention. Every citizen, even a Republican,
is entitled to be heard before it is too late.

Mr, President, the latest exhibit which has come to my
attention this morning is the statement signed by 56 members
of the Economists’ National Committee on Monetary Policy,
the 56 members being 56 distinguished economists connected
with the realm of higher education in the United States, a
statement in opposition to pump-priming. I ask that this
statement and the appended signatures be printed at the
conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

(See exhibit A.)

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr, President, I now offer a sub-
stitute for title I of the pending joint resolution, and ask
that it may be pending for a vote at the proper time. I eall
attention to the fact that on the basis of a 12 months’ com-
putation it proposes the same total appropriation for relief
under title I which is carried by the joint resolution as it
passed the House of Representatives. In other words, it is
attempting in no degree to economize in title I at the expense
of relief. In a sincere belief that a different method can
buy more relief for less money, it proposes that the same
total appropriation shall be used in a different way. At the
proper time, when the substitute may be in order and may
be read to the Senate, it will speak for itself respecting the
details which it proposes.

I thank the Senate for its very considerate attention.

ExHIBIT A
(Released for publication Monday, May 23, 1938)
STATEMENT IN OPPOSITION TO PUMP PRIMING
(Signed by 56 members of the Economists’ National Committee on

Mon)et.ary Policy, Educational Bldg., 70 Fifth Ave., New York

City

We, the undersigned members of the Economists' National Com-
mittee on Monetary Policy, believe that it is unsound public policy
for the Federal Government to resort to a program of greatly ex-
panded governmental spending—so-called pump priming—as a
device for overcoming the present depression. We do not believe
that such a program offers promise of reaching the roots of our
economic difficulties or of stimulating a sound or sustained busi-
ness recovery.

An important question arises as to whether further substantial
increase In the Federal debt may not frighten from productive
channels more private capital than the Government can add
through its program of spending. Confidence in the credit of the
Government and in the Nation's currency is a basic foundation for
that general confidence on which a free flow of private capital and
a widespread and healthy expansion of business rest. In the past
the Government's protection of its credit and of the soundness of
its currency rather than a program of huge public spending have
apparently aided business in recovering from depressions.

(Signed:) Charles C. Arbuthnot, Western Reserve Univer-
sity; Leonard P. Ayres, the Cleveland Trust Co.; George
E. Barnett, the Johns Hopkins University; Don C. Bar-
rett, Haverford College; James Washington Bell, North-
western University; Ernest L. Bogart, University of Illi-
nols; Frederick A. Bradford, Lehigh University; Herbert
M. Bratter, Washington, D. C,; J, Ray Cable, Washington
University; Wilbur P. Calhoun, University of Cincinnati;
Neil Carothers, Lehigh University; John M. Chapman,
Columbia University; Willlam W. Cumberland, 120
Broadway, New York City; Charles A. Dice, the Ohio
State University; George W. Dowrle, Stanford Univer-
alty William E. Dunkman, the University of Rochester;

. W. Ellsworth, the A.nnali.st New York City; William
D Ennis, Stevens Institute of Technology; Clarence W.
Fackler, New York University; Herbert F. Fraser, Swarth-
more College; Henry B. Gardner, Brown Unlverslty;
Earl J. Hamilton, Duke University; Lewis H. Haney, New
York University; E. C. Harwood, American Institute for
Economic Research; Hudson B. Hastings, Yale Univer-
sity; Frederick C. Hicks, University of Cincinnati; John
Thom Holdsworth, the University of Miami; Jacob H.
Hollander, the Johns Hopkins University; F. Cyril James,
University of Pennsylvania; Edwin W. Kemmerer,
Princeton University; David Kinley, University of -
nois; Frederic E. Lee, University of Illinois; Ray V.




Leffler, Dartmouth College; J. L. Leonard, University of
Southern California; A. Wilfred May, New York City;
Margaret G. Myers, Vassar College; Melchior Palyi, the
University of Chicago; Clyde W. Phelps, Chattanooga
University; Charles L. Prather, Byracuse University;
Harold L. Reed, Cornell University; Ralph West Robey,
Columbia University; Leland Rex Robinson, 50 Pine
Btreet, New York City; R. G. Rodkey, University of Mich-
fgan; Olin Glenn Saxon, Yale University; Joseph A.
Schumpeter, Harvard University; Walter E. Spahr, New
York University; Willlam H. Steiner, Brooklyn College;
Charles 8. Tippetts, University of Pittsburgh; James B.
Trant, Louisiana State University; Rufus 8. Tucker,
Westfleld, N. J.; Russell Weisman, Western Reserve Uni-
versity; William O, Weyforth, the Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity; Nathanfel R. Whitney, the Proctor & Gamble
Co., Cincinnati; Max Winkler, College of the City of
New York; Ivan Wright, University of Illinois; John
Parke Young, Occidental College.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TIONS SIGNED

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr.
Chaffee, one of its reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the following enrolled
bills and joint resolutions, and they were signed by the Vice
President:

H.R.1486. An act to amend section 30 of the act of
March 2, 1917, entitled “An act to provide a civil govern-
ment for Porto Rico, and for other purposes”;

H.R.4222. An act for the relief of Mary Kane, Mary Ella
Benz, Muriel Benz, John Benz, and Frank Restis;

H.R.4276. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to
create a juvenile court in and for the District of Columbia,”
and for other purposes;

H.R.4650. An act to amend section 40 of the United
States Employees’ Compensation Act, as amended;

H. R. 4852. An act to provide for the creation of the Sara-
toga National Historical Park in the State of New York, and
for other purposes;

H.R.5633. An act to provide additional funds for build-
ings for the use of the diplomatic and consular establish-
ments of the United States;

H.R.5974. An act to authorize payments in Heu of al-
lotments to certain Indians of the Klamath Indian Reserva-
tion in the State of Oregon, and to regulate inheritance of
restricted property within the Klamath Reservation;

H.R.6410. An act granting a pension to Mary Lord Har-
rison; :

H.R.7104. An act for the relief of the estate of F. Gray
Griswold;

H. R.7534. An act to protect the telescope and scientific
observations to be carried on at the observatory site on
Palomar Mountain, by withdrawal of certain public land
included within the Cleveland National Forest, Calif., from
location and entry under the mining laws;

H.R.7553. An act to amend the laws of Alaska imposing
taxes for carrying on business and trade;

H.R.7711. An act to amend the act approved June 19,
1934, entitled the “Communications Act of 1934”;

H.R.7778. An act to amend section 26, title I, chapter 1,
of the act entitle® “An act making further provision for a
civil government for Alaska, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved June 6, 1900;

H.R.7827. An act to authorize public-utility districts in
the Territory of Alaska to incur bonded indebtedness, and
for other purposes;

H.R.8008. An act to provide for the purchase of public
lands for home and other sites;

H. R. 8148. An act to amend Public Law No. 692, Seventy-
fourth Congress, second session;

H.R. 8177. An act to create a commission to be known as
the Alaskan International Highway Commission;

H.R.8203. An act for the inclusion of certain lands in the
Kaniksu National Forest in the State of Washington, and for
other purposes;

H.R.8373. An act for the relief of List & Clark Con-
struction Co.;
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H.R.8404. An act to authorize the Territory of Hawaii to
convey the present Maalaea Airport on the island of Maui,
Territory of Hawaii, fo the Hawaiiann Commercial & Sugar
Co., Ltd., in part payment for 300.71 acres of land at
Pulehu-Nui, island of Maui, Territory of Hawaii, to be used
as a site for a new airport;

H.R. 8487. An act confirming to Louis Labeaume, or his
legal representatives, title to a certain tract of land located
in St. Charles County, in the State of Missouri:

H.R.8715. An act to authorize the Secretary of Com-
merce of the United States to grant and convey to the State
of Delaware fee title to certain lands of the United States in
Kent County Del., for highway purposes;

H.R.8700. An act relating to the retirement of the jus-
tices of the Supreme Court of the Territory of Hawaii and
judges of the United States District Court for the Territory
of Hawaii;

H.R.9123. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to
lease to the village of Youngstown, N. Y., a portion of the
Fort Niagara Military Reservation, N. Y.;

H. R. 9358. An act to authorize the withdrawal and reser-
vation of small tracts of the public domain in Alaska for
schools, hospitals, and other purposes;

H.R. 9577. An act to amend section 402 of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, to further provide for the settlement of
ocean-mail contract claims;

H.R. 9688. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Ohio River
between Rockport, Ind., and Owensboro, Ky.;

H.R. 9722, An act to amend section 5 of an act entitled
“An act to provide for the construction and maintenance of
roads, the establishment and maintenance of schools, and
the care and support of insane persons in the district of
Alaska, and for other purposes,” approved January 27, 1905
(33 Stat. 616) ,;

H.R.10004. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to
incorporate the Mount Olivet Cemetery Co. in the District
of Columbia”;

H.R.10117. An act granting the consent of Congress to
construct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge, known as the
Smith Point Bridge, across navigable waters at or near
Mastic, southerly to Fire Island, Suffolk County, N. ¥.;

H.R.10118. An act granfing the consent of Congress to
construct, maintain, and operate toll bridges, known as the
Long Island Loop Bridges, across navigable waters at or near
East Marion to Shelter Island, and Shelter Island to North
Haven, Suffolk County, N. Y.;

H.R.10190. An act to equalize certain allowances fror
quarters and subsistence of enlisted men of the Coast Guard
with those of the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps;

H.R.10193. An act authorizing the temporary detail of
United States employees, possessing special qualifications, to
governments of American republics and the Philippines, and
for other purposes;

H.R.10351. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the
Columbia River at Astoria, Clatsop County, Oreg.;

H.R. 10535. An act to amend the Second Liberty Bond Act,
as amended;

H.R.10704. An act to amend section 4132 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended;

H.J.Res. 447. Joint resolution to protect the copyrights
and patents of foreign exhibitors at the Pacific Mercado
International Exposition, to be held at Los Angeles, Calif., in
1940; and

H. J. Res. 622. Joint resolution authorizing the President of
the United States of America to proclaim October 11, 1938,
General Pulaski’s Memorial Day for the observance and
commemoration of the death of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski,

ADDITIONAL APPROPRIATION FOR CERTAIN GRANTS TO STATES

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the
amendment of the House of Representatives to the amend-
ment of the Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 678)
making an additional appropriation for grants to States for
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unemployment compensation administration, Social Security
Board, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1938, which was,
in lieu of the sum inserted by said amendment, to insert
“$3,500,000.”

Mr. GLASS. I move that the Senate agree to the amend-
ment of the House to the amerdment of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to.

RELIEF AND WORK-RELIEF APPROPRIATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration of the joint reso-
lution (H. J. Res. 679) making appropriations for work re-
lief, relief, and otherwise to increase employment by provid-
ing loans and grants for public-works projects.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I very much regret that
my self-respect requires that I submit a few remarks to the
Senate following the remarks of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VanDENBERG]. It is a very serious thing to misrepre-
sent a Senator or to misrepresent a Senator’s views. The
Senator from Michigan charged the Senator from Texas with
misrepresenting the position of the Senator from Michigan
on former relief bills, I desire to plead ignorance if what I
said may have tended to misinform the Senate. I did not
intend to do so. I made no statement as to how the Senator
from Michigan had voted; I did not know, in fact; but I was
under the impression that he had voted for some of the relief
measures. So the Senator from Texas, exercising what he
thought was the right of every Senator, asked the Senator
from Michigan to yield, and the Senator from Michigan very
graciously yielded, but when he found that I was asking him
a question which did not suit him he refused further to yield.
I regret that he demonstrated a quality which many men of
inordinate vanity and ambition possess, but it is human
nature, and it cannot very well be avoided.

Mr. President, let us see what the record shows, I made
a mistake in asking the Senator from Michigan how he voted.
I should not have done that; I should have looked at the
Recorp. That is where I made my mistake, because the
Recorp and the Senator from Michigan do not agree. While
I would take the word of any Senator on the floor as to how
he voted, unless he turned up the Recorp to contradict
himself, I would never question how he voted.

I have in my hand the transcript of the Official Reporter
of what occurred this morning. I do not wish to misrepre-
sent the Senator from Michigan. No one can do that as
well as the Senator from Michigan himself can. [Laughter.]
The Senator from Texas asked the Senator from Michigan
to yield, and after the Senator from Michigan did yield, the
following took place:

Mr. CoNnNALLY. Of course, the President was speaking there of
the burden of taxation, as I understand the Senator. Did or did
not the Senator from Michigan vote for most of the appropria-
tions that have been passed for relief and emergency purposes
since March 1933?

That was the question. That was the misrepresentation.
Let me see what the Senator said.

Mr. VanpEneErG. I think the Senator has voted against every—

Not one, but every—
relief appropriation bill in the form in which it was submitted.

That is the record. Let us see now what the printed
Recorp shows. I have not had time to digest it all, but the
printed Recorp and the speech of the Senator from Michi-
gan do not agree at all.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, am I entitled to ask
the Senator from Texas a question?

Mr. CONNALLY. I am always glad to yield to the Senator
from Michigan, and I am not going to grow angry if he
asks me an embarrassing question either.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Has the Senator concluded reading
what he intends to read from the reporter’s notes?

Mr. CONNALLY. I have for the moment. I will continue
reading a little later.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I had hoped the Senator was not
going to leave my statement at that point, because I very
readily agreed with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
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Byrnes] regarding the actual record as soon as I was
reminded of it.

Mr. CONNALLY. I am glad to hear that frank confession
of the Senator. Here he was making a speech, which he
had been preparing for a week, perhaps 2 weeks, and yet he
had to wait to be reminded, when he rose on the floor this
morning, of how he voted on similar bills during the past 5
years of his service. Does the Senate want to follow the
advice or to vote for the substitute of a Senator who does not
himself know how he voted on the same kind of a bill?

I have before me the Recorp of March 30, 1933. Accord-
ing to this Recorp, the Senator from Michigan voted for
the relief bill pending at that time. I pause to be inter-
rupted again, and if this Recorp is not correct, I shall be
glad to have the Senator from Michigan correct it. I will
accept his statement over the REcorp. If he tells me that he
did not vote as the Recorp shows, I will accept his statement.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator may use the REecorp
with my complete approval, if that is of any interest to him,
because the REcorp completely agrees with what I stated to
the Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. CONNALLY. In all frankness, the Senator’s ap-
proval does not add much to it; but if he says the fact was
different from what the Recorp shows, I will accept his
statement, because the reporters and the clerks could be in
error. The Senator might not be, but the clerks can be.
[Laughter.]

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator will find, when he
reads the report of my colloquy with the Senator from South
Carolina, a complete agreement with the Recorp, and I
hope the Senator will continue to read the Recorb.

Mr. CONNALLY. I would not make as long a speech, how-
ever, as the Senator from Michigan did, if I read all the
Recorp. I have referred to the Recorp of March 30, 1933.
The Senator from Michigan was then for the bill as pre-
sented here as the committee drafted it. He was willing to
vote for it.

Let us see now how the Senator voted in 1935. T have no
record of a bill in 1934. In 1935 there was before the Senate
the $4,000,000,000 appropriation, and the Senator from Mich-
igan voted against that, I believe. He voted against the $4,-
000,000,000 measure. He is for little relief bills, and against
big ones. He is willing to relieve the unemployed and the
hungry if it does not cost too much. He voted against the
$4,000,000,000 bill in 1935.

Not let us see if he changed again. I have called atten-
tion to one change. Let us see how he voted in 1936. On
June 1, 1936, he voted against the bill then pending. I do
not know how much of an appropriation it carried, but the
Senator voted “no.” So we find he voted for one bill and
voted against two.

Now I come to the vote on June 22, 1937, and this is where
the Senator can really enlighten the REcorp, because there
was not a roll call, and therefore the REcorp does not show
how the Senator voted. I believe he voted “no”, in all frank-
ness, because then, as now, he had a plan. He was in favor
of relief if we would let him do the relieving his way, but
if we did not let him relieve as he wanted the people re-
lieved, he was not going to favor relief. He is going to give
the people pink pills, and if they do not believe in homeo-
pathic remedies, well, just let them die. If they will not take
his prescription, just let them go ahead and die. Give them
the Michigan treatment, and if they do not take the Mich-
igan treatment they do not get anything. [Laughter.]

Let us see what the Senator said. The Senator from
Michigan was not nearly as angry in 1937 as he was this
morning. In 1937 the Senator was praising Mr. Hopkins,
to a certain extent. This is what he said, as appears on
page 6118 of the Recorp of June 22, 1937:

Mr. VanpENBERG. I will proceed on the joint resolution.

I distinctly do not condemn our whole relief adventure. In
the beginning it was unavoidably necessary to rush into experi-
mental programs which were bound to involve elements of error.

Many fine public works, too, dot this Nation as a result of what
has been done. Both the President and Administrators Hopkins—
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Hopkins! Think of it—the Senator from Michigan brag-
ging on Hopkins., [Laughter.]
and Ickes—

He includes Ickes. Think-of that.

Both the President and Administrators Hopkins and Ickes have
borne burdens in this connection almost beyond human endur-
ance. I simply ask, in complete good faith, whether out of our
long experience we have not learned some lessons which may
now be helpfully capitalized for the benefit of the commonweal
before it is too late.

What he meant by that, of course, no one knows. What
he meant by “commonweal” and “helpfully capitalized” no
one knows, but evidently he had a meaning for those ex-
pressions.

These are some of the advantages which I would expect to flow
from the philosophy of action which is embedded in the substi-
tute that I am submitting to the Senate—

Mr, President, that is why I say I am sure the Senator
voted “no” on that relief bill, because he offered a substi-
tute, and it was not adopted. Therefore I conclude that he
voted “no.” We would not take his plan, and he would not
take anyone else’s plan. Everyone is out of step but Willie,

& plan which would, through a bipartisan national commission,—

A bipartisan commission. How are you going to get a bi-

partisan commission? It is propoesed to get some fellows who
have their own views, who do not believe in Republican
doctrine, who do not believe in Democratic doctrine, who
do not believe in La Follette doctrine, who do not believe in
socialism—and make of them a bipartisan board. Of all
the fakes in this world a bipartisan creation of any kind is
the greatest. If a man does not have any views or any
convictions I would not trust him around the cormer. I
continue to read—
a plan which would, through a bipartisan national commission,
prorate to bipartisan commissions in each State the State's share
of the total Federal relief allotment, subject to & minimum State
confribution of at least 25 cents out of each relief dollar; then
leaving to each Btate the decision as to what kind of relief shall
be provided, where, when, and how; and leaving to each State
the responsibility of administration within its own prospectus.

Mr. President, I assume that that in substance is the
provision of the substitute now offered again by the Senator.
Think of a plan which provides that the Federal Treasury
shall furnish the money to relieve people, and to give them
work all over the United States, and then turn that money
over to State organizations, which have no responsibility for
raising the money, and practically no responsibility for
spending the money.

Mr. HATCH, Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MintoN in the chair).
Does the Senator from Texas yield to the Senator from New
Mexico?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. HATCH. While the Senator is discussing the pro-
posal to turn the money over to the States, what does the
Senator think of the proposition of also requiring the funds
to be spent for relief to be matched by the States? Suppose
the State or the community did not have the necessary
funds, would the needy persons living therein be permitted
to suffer because of the inability of the State or the com-
munity to provide the necessary funds?

Mr. CONNALLY. Certainly. The Senator from New
Mexico properly points out that with the 25-percent re-
quirement on the part of the State, the poorer a State is
and the less able it is to feed its own people, the less relief
money it would get from the Federal Government., Its very
lack of ability to feed its own people would be the very
cause of its failure to get relief fre n the Federal Govern-
ment, because if it could not put up 25 cents out of every
dollar, it could not get enough money to take care of those
in need of relief. Whereas a State which is able to pro-
vide considerable funds from taxes, and is in good condition,
would not only have relief funds allocated to it, but would
receive the amount which should be allocated to the poorer
Btate.
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Mr. HATCH. The Senator from Texas is absolutely cor-
rect. ‘The poorer the State was the less money it could put
up and the hungrier its people would be.

Mr. CONNALLY. Exactly. I pause now to have the Sen-
ator from Michigan correct me if I am in error. I have not
had time to read the Senator’s present substitute and his
previous substitute carefully. Is not the present substitute
practically the same substitute he was talking about in 19372

Mr. VANDENBERG. Iam glad to say to the Senator that
it is substantially the same,

Mr, CONNALLY. Substantially the same.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Permit me to add by way of infor-
mation
doML CONNALLY. I shall be glad to have the Senator

50.
- Mr. VANDENBERG. That there is also a provision for
a substantial proportion of the fund to be set aside for
emergencies not contemplated by the application of the
regular formula,

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator. I want to be fair
to the Senator. I want to be more fair to him intellectually
than he is to the needy and the unemployed in the poor
States. I come back to the proposition that the Senator
from Michigan, a Senator who assumes to legislate for a
great government and a great people, has so poor a concep-
tion of the functions of the State and the Federal Govern-
ment as to say that he will appropriate billions of dollars of
Federal money, for which Congress is responsible to the
people of the United States, and then will turn it over to cer-
tain States and et them decide what kind of relief they will
give. That is what he said.

Mr. President, have we any right to appropriate money and
not know what it is going to be spent for? I do not think
we have.

This is what the Senator from Michigan said in 1937:

Then leaving to each State—

Not only leaving to each State the money, but—

Then leaving to each State th
P % oA e decision as to what kind of

Now, would not that be a pretty come-off? We would ap-
propriate billions of dollars and turn them over to State
organizations, most of them dominated by political machines
right on down to the constable and the justice of the peace,
and then let them decide the kind of relief that would be
furnished.

I continue to read:

The decision as to what kind of relief shall be provided, where,
when, and how; and leaving to each State the responsibility of
administration within its own prospectus.

Is that not a great conception, Mr. President? It is pro-
posed to let the Federal Government, the United States Gov-
ernment, raise all the money, appropriate all the money, ac-
cept this 25-percent contribution, and then turn it over to
State administrations, with the Federal Government exer-
cising no control as to the selection of the head of the ad-
ministration in each State, and then let a State organization
decide what kind of relief will be provided.

Mr. President, when the Congress spends a single dollar
of the people’s money, it is its obligation and responsibility
to know for what particular purpose that dollar is to be
spent. 'We have no right under the plea that we are legislat-
ing for the unemployed and for the hungry and the home-
less and the houseless to appropriate billions of dollars and
turn the money over to State political machines.

Suppose that last week Pennsylvania’s portion of the two
end one-half billion dollars relief money had been under the
control of the State of Pennsylvania and that Pennsylvania
had the right to decide what kind of relief it would give the
needy. Do Senators doubt that Pennsylvania would have
given them a little more relief at about election time than
it would at any other time? Pennsylvania would have the
right to determine what kind of relief it would give to the
needy. Such a plan is wholly at variance with the respon-
sibility of the Congress and the responsibility of the Federal
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Government, and I am amazed that the Senator from Michi-
gan should seriously propose any such plan to the Senate
of the United States.

Mr. President, what I have stated is not the only record
of the Senator from Michigan. I read his statement made
in 1937. At that time he voted against the proposal. But
the REcorp shows that in 1938 the Senator from Michigan
did vote for another relief bill providing for the appropria-
tion of $250,000,000. I pause to be corrected if I am wrong.
The Recorp shows that on February 23, 1938, the Senator
from Michigan voted for an appropriation of $250,000,000
to carry on the relief work. That did not change the sys-
tem. It simply continued the kind of relief that was then
in effect; and if the Senator from Michigan had been con-
sistent, he would have voted against that proposal, because
he says he is for relief, but not for that method. So I think
on the whole the Senator’s record is about 50-50—and I
pause again to be corrected if I am wrong.

Mr. President, the Senator from Michigan is a very able
man; he is a very shrewd man. He has been a newspaper
man, and he knows what kind of material will get him head-
lines. He knows what kind of material will get publicity.
Watch the newspapers this afternoon and tomorrow. “Vaw-
pENBERG” will be spread all over the front pages of the news-
papers, The reason for that is that he has had this speech
prepared for probably a week or 10 days, and gave it out
to the boys 2 or 3 days ago, and perhaps it was already set
up in type and ready to be printed before it was actually
delivered on the floor of the Senate.

The Senator from Michigan would have made a great
lawyer. He is essentially an advocate. But he would have
made a mighty poor witness, if he had been called as a
witness.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, will the Senator
yield?

Mr. CONNALLY. I am very glad to yield to the Senator,
and I am not angry; I am not irritated.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I do not want the Senator to be dis-
appoinled when he reads the newspapers and fails to find
the headlines he mentioned. The Senator from Michigan,
having worked with some seriousness and conscientiously
with this problem, has found no time to respond even to a
request for an advance synopsis of the speech, so none of it
has been furnished the newspapers. Therefore, I am afraid
the Senator will be disappointed with respect to the
publicity he mentioned.

Mr. CONNALLY. That is too bad; that is too bad.
[Laughter.] When a man has worked as long as the Sen-
ator from Michigan has worked on his speech, expecting fo
get headlines, and then does not get them, it is too bad.
He is not going to get any votes for his amendment, and if
he does not get any headlines, what is he going to get? I
sympathize with the Senator from Michigan. I think he de-
serves more than he will get. He is a former newspaperman
and belongs to the newspaper fraternity. I think the news-
papers ought to give him some headlines. All he will get will
be a few headlines and a little publicity, a little mention,
so that the Republican elephant may throw his trunk coax-
ingly around him as its champion in 1940. That is all the
Senator will get out of this amendment. I regret that he
will not get the headlines. I always like to read the Sen-
ator’s headlines, because then I do not have to read his
speech. I can merely read the headlines without being
bothered by reading the whole body of the speech. That is
why I like his headlines,

The Senator from Michigan wanted me to read the rest
of the remarks referred to. I desire to be fair with the
Senafor. If I do not quote the Senator correctly, I hope
he will interrupt me.

Mr. VANDENEERG. I think the Senator has voted against every
relief appropriation bill in the form in which it was submitted.

The Senator is speaking about his own vote. The RECORD
shows that on at least two occasions he has voted for re-
lief bills. His batting average is fair. It is a little over
0.300. That is very good—on the question of his own vote.

Mr. ConnaLy. The Senator from Michigan?

I was astounded. I remembered his record better than
he did.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes.
The Recorp shows that I said:

Mr. CoNNALLY. Then the Senator all the time, for 6 years, has
been against rellef to the needy and unemployed?

That made the Senator angry. If he had waited a mo-
ment, I would have said “as we have passed these bills and
administered them.” The Senator then became angry.

Mr. VanpDENBERG. No; and I decline to yield to the Senator for
that sort of interruption, because it is neither pertinent nor fair
nor just.

I submit the Senator was not fair to himself, because he
misquoted the Recorp. He said he had voted against all
such bills. The Recorp shows that he voted for at least two
of them.

Mr. ConnaLLY. I am asking the Senator a question.

Mr. VanpENBERG. It Is fairly typical of the Senator from Texas,
but it neither comports with the things I have already said before
the Senator reached the floor, nor with my own record.

I admit it does not comport with his own record. Neither
do his own statements comport with the REecorp, because
the REcorp proves him wrong in at least two instances.

Mr. ConwaLry. If the Senator will yield for just a moment——

Mr. VanpeEnBERG. I will yield for just a moment.

Mr. ConnaLLY. I am sorry to have irritated the Senator.

Mr. VanpENBERG. The Senator from Michigan is always lrritated
to be misrepresented.

The Senator from Michigan charged the Senator from
Texas with misrepresenting him. I asked him how he voted.
I did not say he voted in any particular way. I asked him
how he voted, and he said he voted against the bills as they
had been presented. If anybody has misrepresented the
Senator, it is the printed Recorp; and if it did not misrep-
resent him, he misrepresented himself, out of his own mouth,
with his own words, when he said he had voted against all
relief bills.

Mr. President, under the provisions of the Senator’s
amendment the Federal money would be turned over to the
States. The Senator would turn over the New Jersey part
of it, I presume, to Mr. Hague. I have nothing against Mr.
Hague. I rather like Mr. Hague. At least he knows what
he is trying to do, and he usually does it. In Kentucky, for
example, all the money would be turned over to Governor
Chandler, to let him adopt such methods and such kinds of
relief as he might see fit during 1938. What would then
happen to the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BarxLey] with
all the money in the hands of Mr. Chandler, and with the
State adopting such plans as it saw fit?

Or suppose Federal funds were turned over to the Governor
of Georgia. What would happen to a Senator from that
State who wanted to return to the Senate?

What would happen if the Federal funds were turned over
to the Governor of Michigan? I do not know when the Sen-
ator from Michigan comes up for reelection. He may not
come up at all. However, I imagine that the present Gov-
ernor of Michigan would not use any of the funds to relieve
the Senator from Michigan.

I am not making charges of corruption. It is our business
to see that they never can be made, by holding in our own
hands the control of Federal expenditures, and having Fed-
eral supervision over them, and Federal accountability for
them.

We have talked much about the General Accounting Office.
The reorganization bill was killed largely because it did not
preserve the General Accounting Office. 'Why? Because our
philosophy was that every dollar, when it was spent, had to
go through the General Accounting Office in order that it
might be spent only for the purposes for which Congress
appropriated it. Yet under the provisions of the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Michigan [Mr, VaNDEN-
BERG] we wolld pour out billions of dollars, and turn them
over to the State authority, and let the State do what it
pleased with the money, without any Federal accountability
whatever.
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Mr, President, the amendment offered by the Senator from
Michigan is unsound. It is merely an alibi. The Senator
from Michigan desires to be in the attitude of saying, “Oh,
yes; I am for relief. I am for you hungry people. I want
to relieve the unemployed, but the bill, as it was presented,
did not suit me and I had a better plan. If they had adopted
my plan, you would have been relieved. I voted against the
glan presented and offered my plan.”

The Senator from Michigan knows that his plan is not
going to be adopted. He has known it from the beginning.
If he knows anything, he knows that if he is for relief, if
he is for helping the unemployed, he must either vote for the
joint resolution as it is written or vote against it.

The Senator from Michigan has been in the Senate a long
time. He is wonderfully shrewd and is a marvelous poli-
tician; but he cannot say to the businessmen, on the one
hand, “I fought the measure presented for relief; I was
against it; I do not believe in relief”’; and, on the other hand,
say to the unemployed and the reliefers, “I was for you, and
I wanted to do it, but I wanted to do it in some other way.”
The Senator from Michigan cannot get by with such tactics.
Somebody will expose him.

The Senator from Michigan knows that his amendment
is not going to be adopted. If he had thought it was going
to be adopted, he would have changed it. He would not
have proposed the kind of amendment which he has proposed
if he had thought it had any chance on earth. It is good
stuff for the boys in the gallery—‘VANDENBERG presents new
plan of relief; old plan has failed.” However, I have heard
of nobody starving to death under the old plan of relief, I
have heard of none of the unemployed who did not get their
«quota of work under the W. P. A. But that will not do. We
must have a new plan, a new system.

Mr. McCKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. Speaking of Michigan and relief, I find
that Michigan apparently needs it and apparently uses it.

Mr. CONNALLY, Oh, no,

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes.

Mr. CONNALLY. Michigan uses it?

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; she uses it. On page 16 of the
House hearings on the joint resolution, I find that in 1936
Michigan received $45,000,000 plus; in 1937, $59,000,000 plus,
and in 1938, $32,000,000 plus.
~ In order to show what those fizures mean, let me state
that Michigan has a population of 4,842,000. Texas has a
population of 5,824,000. In 1936 Texas received $29,000,000
as against $45,000,000 for Michigan. In 1937 Texas received
$39,000,000 as against $59,000,000 given to Michigan. In 1838
Texas received $20,000,000 as against $32,000,000 for Michi-
gan. So on the question of relief, even under Federal
authority, Michigan has fared fairly well.

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator from Tennessee. I
am sure the figures which the Senator from Tennessee has
quoted are correct, because I am sure the Senator from
Michigan was diligent in pushing the interests of the people
of his State before the relief bureaus. Although he may not
believe in relief, although the philosophy of the matter may
not appeal to him, as long as relief is available he is going to
see that his people get their share, at least, and probably a
little more than their share.

Mr, President, I apologize to the Senate for taking so much
time. I should not have done so except that the Senator
from Michigan, irritated and exasperated because he was
asked a question, insinuated that the Senator from Texas
had misrepresented his votes, when the Recorp shows that
the Senator from Michigan himself misrepresented his own
votes.

I wish to say that the amendment, under which it is pro-
posed to turn over to the States, all the Federal funds in-
volved and let the States adopt the kinds of relief they want,
appoint the officers, and have the responsibility, is one of
the most ridiculous and senseless proposals that it has ever
been my—1I started to say “privilege”—duty to observe or
inspect in this chamber.
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Why not turn over to the States many other Federal func-
tions, give the States the money, and tell them to do as they
please with it? When we pass appropriation bills, we are
meticulous to see that an appropriation act itself states par-
ticularly the purposes of the appropriation, and the purposes
for which it may be sent. The Senator from Michigan wants
to pour out billions of dollars and turn them over to the State
authorities to squander and spend as they see fit, without any
responsibility on the part of Federal officers, and without
even having the Federal officers do the spending within the
States.

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I submit amendments to the
pending relief joint resolution and desire to have them
printed in the Recorp as a part of my remarks and also
printed for the use and information of the Senate.

While I have the floor, I wish to ask permission to speak
to the amendments tomorrow as soon as the Senate convenes,
if there is no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the
amendments will be received, lie on the table, and be printed
and printed in the RECORD.

The amendments intended to be proposed by Mr. BirLso to
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 679) making appropriations
for work relief, relief, and otherwise to increase employment
by providing loans and grants for public-works projects, were
ordered to lie on the table, to be printed, and fo be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

Amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. Biso to the joint
resolution (H. J. Res. 679) making appropriations for work relief,
relief, and otherwise to increase employment by providing loans
and grants for public-works projects, viz: At the end of the bill
to insert the following new title:

“TITLE —

“That subsection (d) of section 202 of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938, as amended, is amended to read as follows:

“(d) To carry out the purposes of subsection (a), the Secretary
is authorized to utilize in each fiscal year, beginning with the
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1938, a sum not to exceed $4,000,000
of the funds appropriated pursuant to section 391 of this act, or
section 15 of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act, as
amended, for such fiscal year. The Secretary shall allocate one-
fourth of such sum annually to each of the four laboratories es-
tablished pursuant to this section: Provided, That until all of
such laboratories are established such allocation shall not be made:
Provided, however, That notwithstanding the foregoing proviso,
and notwithst.andlng the limitation comtained in the item ‘Con-
servation and Use of Agricultural Land Resources, Department of
Agriculture,’ in the act entitled ‘An act making appropriations for
the Department of Agriculture and for the Farm Credit Adminis-
tration for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939, and for other
poses,” approved May —, 1938, for the fiscal year beginning Juiy 1;
1938, $1,000,000 of such sum shall be available, from the funds so
appropriated for such fiscal year, for the establishment, mainte-
nance, and operation of a regional research laboratory in one of the
States located in the cotton-producing area, and the
Agriculture is authorized and directed to proceed with the sa'lab-
lishment of such laboratory at the earliest practicable date after
the beginning of such fiscal year.”

Amendment intended to be proposed by Mr. BiLeo to the joint
resolution (H. J. Res. 679) making appropriations for work relief,
relief, and otherwise to increase employment by providing loans and
grants for public-works projects, viz: At the end of the bill to
insert the following new titles:

““TITLE VI—REPATRIATION COMMISSION

“Sec. 601. (a) For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of
this title, the President is authorized to appoint a Repafriation
Commission (composed of three members, one of whom shall be
a Negro), all the powers of which shall be administered by such
Repatriation Commission (hereinafter referred to as the
“Commission™).

“(b) The Commission may, without regard to the civil-service
laws or the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, appoint and
fix the compensation of such experts and such other officers and
employees as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this
title; and may make such expenditures (including expenditures for
personal services and rent at the seat of government and elsewhere,
for law books and books of reference, and for paper, printing, and
aix:ding) as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this

tle.

“Spc. 602. (a) The Commission, under the direction of the
President, shall provide for the transportation from the United
States to the Republic of Liberia, or to any territory acquired pur-
suant to the provisions of title VII of this act, of any eitizen of
the United States who desires to migrate to, and settle in, the
Republic of Liberia or any such territory and who is found by the
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Commission to be gqualified in accordance with the provisions of
section 606 of this act to receive the benefits of this title.

“(b) The Commission, under the direction of the President, may
also pay all or any part of the expenses of transporting any such
person from any point in the United States to the point of departure
of such person from the United States or from the point such
person may be landed in the Republic of Liberia or in such terri-
tory to the point where such person desires to settle in the Repub-
lic of Liberia or in such territory.

*{e) The Commission, under the direction of the President, may
also pay all or any part of the expenses of subsistence of any such
person from the time such person leaves from any point in the
United States for the purpose of migrating to the Republic of
Liberia or to any such tferritory until the time such person arrives
at the point where he desires to settle.

“(d) The Commission, under the direction of the President, may
also make such grants-in-aid, either in cash or in supplies and
equipment or in both cash and supplies and equipment, to any
such person, as the Commission may deem advisable for the purpose
of enabling such person to establish himself upon a self-sustain-
ing basis in the place where he desires to settle, and may also make
advances in cash to any such person to be used for the purchase of
lands and making improvements thereon, such advances to be
made upon such terms and conditions for repayment as the Com-
mission may deem advisable.

“Sgc. 603. (a) The President is authorized to enter into nego-
tiations with the proper officials of the Government of the Repub-
lic of Liberia for the purpose of obtaining (1) an agreement by
such Government immediately to confer citizenship upon all
American citizens to whom the benefits of this title are extended,
and (2) the consent of such Government to the construction by
the United States In areas of such Republic where persons recelv-
ing the benefits of this title may settle of public roads, bridges,
schools, sanitary facilities, river and harbor improvements, flood-
control works, and other public buildings and works of a similar
character; such public buildings and works to be constructed by
the United States and such part of the cost of such construction
as may be agreed upon by the President and the Government of
the Republic of Liberia, to be covered by bonds of the Republic
of Liberia, issued to the United States and bearing such interest
and containing such provisions with respect to redemption as the
President may deem adequate. If the President determines that
such negotiations may be consummated in a manner satisfactory
to him and if he further determines that the Government of the
Republic of Liberia will give adequate assurances with respect to
the operation and maintenance of such public buildings and works
as may be constructed in such Republic by the United States, the
President shall have all necessary authority to consummate such
negotiations. .

“(b) In the event the consent of the Government of the Repub-
lie of Liberia to the construction of such public buildings and
works is obtained as provided in subsection (a) of this section,
the Commission is authorized, subject to the approval of the
President, to construct any such public buildings and works in
areas of the Republic of Liberia where persons receiving the bene-
fits of this title may have settled as it may deem advisable:
Provided, That no such public buillding or work shall be con-
structed until the Government of the Republic of Liberia has
agreed that upon completion of such public building or work the
Government of such Republic will deliver to a person designated
by the President of the United States bonds of such Republic
covering the part of the cost of such public building or work
which is to be borne by such Republic.

“Sgc. 604. The Commission. may, subject to the approval of
the President, enter into any contracts with rtation agen-
cles and others which it may deem desirable for the purpose of
providing transportation and subsistence for such persons in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this title.

“Sec. 605. The President is authorized to use any of the prop-
erty of the United States which may be useful in the transporta-
tion of persons and property for the purpose of transporting such
persons, if in his judgment the public interest makes such use
advisable, The President may require any of the departments and
independent establishments of the Government to cooperate with
the Commission in carrying out the provisions of this title.

“SEec. 606. No person shall be entitled to receive the benefits of
this title unless the Commission finds that such person (1) may
become eligible for citizenship in the Republic of Liberia, (2) is in
good physical condition, and (3) has the necessary training, intel-
Hgence, and ambition to be successful in the place to which he
desires to migrate.

“Skc. 607. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this act, the
President is authorized to use any of the funds appropriated by
this act for the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this title.
Buch funds may be allocated to the Commission or to any of the
departments and independent establishments of the Government
which may be directed by the President to cooperate with the
Commission in carrying out the provisions of this title.

“TITLE VII-——CORPORATION TO ASSIST IN REPATRIATION

“Sec. 701. (a) The President is authorized and requested to enter
into negotiations, through the Department of State or otherwise as
he may deem appropriate, with the governments of the Republic of
France and Great Britain for the purchase by the United States of
such a number of square miles of the uninhabited or sparsely
inhabited territory of either or both of such countries adjoining

the Republic of Liberia as he may deem necessary for the settle-
ment of all persons eligible to receive the benefits provided by title
VI of this act.

“(b) If the President shall ascertain that such territory may be
purchased from either or both of such countries at a price deter-
mined by him to be reasonable, he shall have all necessary author-
ity to consummate negotiations for the purchase of such territory.

“(e) The purchase price of any such territory shall be paid by
crediting the agreed purchase price against the war debts owing to
the United States by the country from which such territory is
purchased.

“SEc, 702. (a) All proprietary rights in any territory acquired by
the United States in accordance with the provisions of section 701
of this act shall be conveyed by the President by quitclaim deed to
a corporation to be organized by the Repatriation Commission,
acting under the direction of the President. Such corporation
ghall, In accordance with its bylaws approved by the President,
exercise sovereign rights over all of such territory and proprietary
rights over such part of such territory as may not be subject to
proprietary rights of others acquired in accordance with laws
applicable to such territory prior to its acquisition by the United
States

“(b) Such corporation shall be so organized that it shall possess
all such powers as may be necessary to enable it to do such acts, and
to engage in such business activities, as may be necessary to enable
it to develop such territory to the extent that immigrants thereto
will by the exercise of reasonable industry be able to place them-
selves upon a self-sustaining basis, including, but not limited to,
the following powers:

“(1) To eell any lands acquired by it to any person who recelves
the benefits provided by title VI of this act, or his descendants
upon such terms as it may deem advisable.

“(2) To sell not to exceed 160 acres of any lands acquired by it
to any immigrant from the Republic of Liberia, if the settlement of
such immigrant upon such lands would contribute to the develop-
ment of such territory.

“(3) To sell stock in such corporation to immigrants to such ter-
ritory and to receive such stock or any stock sold in accordance with
paragraph (4) of this subsection in payment for not to exceed 160
acres of land purchased by such immigrant.

"{4) To sell stock in such corporation to any organization or to
any citizen of the United States who does not desire to, or cannot
gualify to, settle in such territory; such stock to be transferable by
any such organization or any such citizen to any person who may
settle in such territory, or if not so transferred, to be redeemable
upon ligquidation of such corporation at a price per share equal to
the price at which issued plus interest at 3 percent per annum from
the date of issuance to the date of redemption.

“Sec. 703. (a) It is hereby declared to be the intent of Congress
that such corporation shall not have perpetual existence, but that
its existence shall be limited to such period of time as may be neces-
sary to enable it to perform its functions in accordance with section
702 of this act and for such additional time as may be necessary to
enable the President to consummate the negotiations to be entered
into in accordance with the provisions of subsection (b) of this
section.

“(b) Whenever the President shall determine that such territory
has been developed to the extent necessary to enable immigrants
thereto to place themselves upon a self-sustaining basis, he shall
enter into negotiations with the proper Government officials of the
Republic of Liberia with a view to having such territory incorpo-
rated into the Republic of Liberia and having the citizens of such
territory granted citizenship in such Republic. If the President
determines that such negotiations may be consummated in a man-
ner satisfactory to him, he shall have all necessary authority to con-
summate such negotiations. If the President determines that such
negotiations may not be consummated in a manner satisfactory to
him, he shall formulate a plan whereby independence may be
granted to the inhabitants of such territory and shall submit such
plan to the Congress for its action.

“Sec. 704. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this act, the
President is authorized to allocate from the funds appropriated by
this act, for use by the Works Progress Administration and the
Public Works Administration, such an amount as he may deem nec-
essary for the purpose of providing capital for the corporation
provided for by this title.”

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, I did not intend at this time
to have anything to say with respect to the pending bill,
but the references of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Van-
pENBERG] to the unemployment committee, of which I was
chairman, cause me to make a statement concerning the
report of the committee.

The members of that committee approached the considera-
tion of this exceedingly important gquestion without any
thought of securing political advantage for any party or any
individual. We determined, after long and careful investiga-
tion, that at this time it would be unwise for the Congress to
attempt any permanent.solution of this problem which in-
volves a material change from the present system. From
last August to this date more than 1,000,000 persons have
been added to the relief rolls. Any plan adopted at this
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time having in mind the abnormal conditions existing might
not be considered wise by the Congress at a time when con-
ditions were normal. By our report we did not mean to
say that we regarded the existing law as the best possible
system that could be devised for Federal aid; but we did
recommend that no change be made at this time in the midst
of this recession or depression and that we should leave to
the next Congress, when we have had further opportunity to
investigate, the determination of a permanent program.

We did give consideration to the plan suggested by the
Senator from Michigan. In his speech today, time and time
again, he has urged that under the existing system there is a
discrimination against some persons on the relief rolls and
in favor of other persons on the relief rolls. The Senator at
no time made clear the fact that if there is a discrimination
in favor of one person on the relief rolls as against another
person, such discrimination is due to the fact that one is
an employable person and the other is an unemployable
person.

Several years ago the Congress of the United States de-
termined that it would undertake to provide for the employ-
ables, but would leave to the States the burden of caring for
the unemployables. The Senator from Michigan stated time
and again in support of the plan he urges that we should
take the sum provided by this bill, $1,425,000,000, and allot
it to the States, and that thereby we would avoid the respon-
sibility of discriminating as between persons on the relief
rolls.

Mr. President, that cannot be done. The Congress of the
United States cannot avoid its responsibility. The Congress
of the United States cannot take money out of the Treasury,
$1,425,000,000, dispose of it by a grant to the States and
sit back and say, “We have no further responsibility for what
is done with that money within the States.”

The Senator from Michigan says that no discrimination
would then occur. Is that true? Then, if hereafter under
the plan suggested by him there is to be no diserimination
as between persons on relief, he must mean one of two
things: Either he is going to give every man, unemployable
and employable, a job or he is going to pay to the unem-
ployable on the relief roll the same amount that he pays
to the man who is working on a work-relief job. If there
is to be no discrimination, he is going to do one or the other
of those two things.

Mr. HATCH. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BYRNES. I yield.

Mr. HATCH. Does it not mean also that where there are
two systems, one of work relief and one of direct relief,
we would either have to give jobs to all those on relief or
take jobs away from them all and put them on a level of
direct relief, or in other words on the dole?

Mr. BYRNES. It means exactly that. The Senator from
Michigan, of course, does not mean to give every man a
job. The Senator from Michigan means under the system
he urges that every man shall be put upon direct relief, or
the dole, by the States to which we give the Federal grant.
Mr. President, I listened to the Senator from Michigan most
carefully. He cannot deny that statement. Several of his
statements I took down at the time he uttered them. His
speech means nothing but to return to the dole—75 percent
of the amount of the dole to be advanced by the Government
of the United States.

The Senafor from Michigan in support of that plan urges
the proposal of Mr. Taft speaking in behalf of the com-
munity chest organizations of the country. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, Mr. Taft, who impresses me as being a very sincere
worker in this worthy cause, discussed this matter with me
on several occasions. On the first occasion he presented sub-
stantially the proposal now offered by the Senator from
Michigan. He believed we could turn this money back fo
the States and buy more relief as the Senator from Michi-
gan now suggests. But the splendid gentleman who repre-
sented the community chest organizations, Mr. Taft, had
much fo learn gbout this subject, which we have been forced
to learn from our study of it. So when Mr. Tait finally
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came before the committee, instead of taking the position he
haed previously held, and the position taken today by the
Senator from Michigan, Mr, Taft made a statement from
which T will quote. I asked him this question:

You are proposing that money be allotted to the States based
on some formula of ma: . 1 am interested in trying to get
your opinion as to whether when that money is allotted to the
State, it will be spent for work relief, to give men jobs, or would
be used by them simply for the dole?

Mr. Tarr. Two months ago my guess would have been that it
would be spent for direct relief in the homes. My experience in
my own community, however, since that time—

Within 2 months—

convinces me that there is a tremendous pressure for work
relief, and I am inclined to think that in most communities a
substantial proportion—by “substantial” I do not mean probably
more than, certainly not more than half—would be spent for
some type of work program. I have been amazed myseli—

Said Mr., Taft—
to find the strength of that sentiment.

Mr. Taft talked to me about it. I told him that in the
opinion of the majority of Congress the President of the
United States was right when he adopted the proposal to
give an opportunity to the unfortunates on the relief rolls
to work for what they got instead of merely receiving it
as a dole. He did not then believe it, but when he went
back to his own community, with his vital interest in this
problem, as a result of his investigation he returned to
%y ila;lmt. he believed 50 percent should be given for work

Then what would happen to the philosophy of the Sena-
tor from Michigan who says there should be no discrimina-
tion as between persons on the relief rolls? He would
simply transfer to the mayors of the country the right to
discriminate as between persons on the relief rolls, giving,
according to Mr. Taft, a job to one man and a dole to
another., Would that be right? If we find it difficult,
despite all our checks and balances, to make an equitable
distribution as between employables and unemployables,
how could we ever justify turning over $1,425,000,000 to the
governors of States and the mayors of the cities of the
country and permit them to indulge in a discrimination such
as has been denounced by the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
South Carolina yield fo the Senator from Texas?

Mr. BYRNES. I do.

Mr. CONNALLY., Can the Senator from South Carolina
imagine how untrained State officials, with practically no
experience at all in relief, could administer it better than
Federal officials who have been experimenting and strug-
gling with it for 5 years, and how if is that under the theory
of the Senator from Michigan a State officer can administer
relief better than a Federal officer?

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, the question of the Senator
from Texas answers itself. The people of the Nation are
not in favor of the dole. I do not always follow the polls
of Dr. Gallup, but a few weeks ago, because of my interest
in this question, I was interested to note that in one of his
polls 90 percent of the answers were to the effect that
relief should be in the form of work relief.

The Senator from Michigan says “By direct relief we can
buy more relief.” Yes; but buy it how? Buy it at the ex-
pense of the morale of the worker, first of all; and then he
forgets that if we take $1,425,000,000 and give it to needy
individuals, taking from them in return not a single thing,
we do not have the schoolhouses and the public buildings
and all of the other public improvements which have been
constructed by W. P. A. workers throughout the country, and
which have made a substantial and permanent contribution
to the assets of the Nation.

Myr. President, one other thing. The Senator from Michi-
gan was asked by the Senator from Washington [Mr. Borgl
what was the answer to the situation. The Unemployment
Committee recognized its own shortcomings with the limited
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opportunity it had to investigate these problems. Cer-
tainly we do not helieve that this relief appropriation is an
answer to the unemployment problem. It is what it pur-
ports to be; it relieves it. It does not remove it.

The Senator from Washington asked, “How are we going
to remove it?” The Senator from Michigan never responded
to the Senator from Washington. The committee consider-
ing this problem said that we had gone into it. We asked
every representative of industry who came before us the
direct question, “What can Congress do specifically to remedy
the situation?” The representatives of steel, railroads, coal,
textiles, and all other industries had but one answer: “Re-
peal or modify the tax on undivided profits. Modify the tax
on capital gains. You will thereby unloose capital, and do
more than all else.” The Congress has done it. I want to
see, now, whether or not they knew what they were talking
about. If not, the serious-minded men in the Congress who
through the years have believed that they could expect
something thoughtful from the businessmen of the Nation
will have reason to believe hereafter that they need not look
to them for any help.

The Senator from Michigan talks about witnesses, the
so-called municipal research men, a splendid body of men.
They believe that turning the money over to the municipali-
ties would be better than the present system. Omne of the
reasons they urge is politics. Mr. President, I submit to
the Members of the Senate and I submit to the country
whether or not we have more politics in the operation of
the present system than we would have if we should turn
over to the mayors of the Nation, in a lump sum, the money
we propose to appropriate, to be handled as they pleased.

People constantly assert that the Federal Government
selects, for the unemployment list, unworthy persons. They
have never gotten from the press or from the commentators
over the radio the fact that that is not true; but, on the
contrary, whenever a man is selected and certified as an
eligible person for a job on a W. P. A, project, he is selected
by the officials of the State government, whether we call it
a welfare organization or by any other name. The State
officials now seleet the persons for the list. The only
authority exercised by the W. P. A. officials is that when a
man is certified as a carpenter, if upon examination they
determine that he is not a carpenter, and cannot do the
job of a carpenter, they send him back and demand that a
carpenter be certified. So we have local rule today.

The advocates of the proposal of the Senator from Michi-
gan say it would enable local officials to select the projects.
Local officials today select the projects. An application
cannot come to Washington unless it is sponsored by the
officials of a local government; and then, when the project
is built—the project selected by local officials, and con-
structed by men who are certified by the local officials—
the Federal Government exercises a check upon it to see
that the men do a good job.

Under the present system there may be many defects. So
far as I am concerned, I do not believe we shall ever improve
it by turning over lump sums of money to local officials
in the belief that thereby we shall get rid of politics, or
that thereby we shall avoid discriminations among workers.

The Senator from Michigan says that Mr. Hopkins has
done a good job, but that there is taxation without repre-
sentation. Mr. Hopkins is not preventing the Senator from
representing the State of Michigan. Certainly nobody pre-
vents him from speaking about the conditions in Michigan.
He does it frequently. He does it well. I will say to him that
if any State in the Union has benefited by the present sys-
tem, the State of Michigan has done so. The Senator from
Michigan says there is discrimination on the relief rolls as
among relief workers. I know that the fact is that, so far as
Michigan is concerned, the director of W. P. A. in that State
was told that every man on the relief rolls certified by the
officials of Michigan as an employable person should be
given a job. I think that was right, because in Detroit an
extraordinary situation existed. Into Detroit persons had
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gone from all over the country. With the situation existing
in the automobile industry, more people were out of work
there than elsewhere, and the director sent word to the
administrator of the State to put to work every man ca-
pable of working. The only reason why a man received $20
per month or $30 per month instead of the compensa-
tion paid to a W. P. A. worker in Michigan is because the
officials of Michigan determined that the man with the low
wage was not fit to do the work required upon a W. P. A.
project.
Mr. President, that is all I desire to say.
AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938

Mr. MURRAY obtained the floor,

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for
a moment?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I desire to call up a bill which has been
amended by the House, and to move concurrence in the
amendments of the House. It is Senate bill 3949,

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator state what it is?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the title
of the bill.

The LecistaTivE CLERK. A bill (S, 3949) to amend the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938.

Mr. BANKHEAD. It is a bill which was introduced by the
senior Senator from Arkansas [Mrs. Caraway] and the junior
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Leg] with reference to frozen
cotton allotments; and then the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Georce] offered an amendment increasing the tobacco allot-
ment.

Mr. BARKLEY. And one of the amendments involved is
an amendment made by the House pertaining to burley
tobacco.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes. I am advised by the Senator from
Georgia, who sponsored the original tobacco amendment,
that the action of the House is agreeable to him.

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection, and I think the hill
ought to pass.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am doing this merely at the request
of those who are responsible for the bill.

Mr. BARKILEY. I hope the motion of the Senator from
Alabama will be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill
(S. 3949) to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938, which were, on pages 2 and 3, to strike out all of
section 2 and insert:

SEc. 2. (a) Section 813 (e) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, is amended Dby striking out “2 percent” and
inserting in lieu thereof “4 percent.”

(b) Section 313 of such act, as amended, is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following:

“{f) In the case of fire-cured and dark air-cured and burley
tobacco, the national quota for 1988 is increased by a number
of pounds required to provide for each State in addition to the
State poundage allotment a poundage not in excess of 2 percent
of the allotment which shall be apportioned in amounts which
the Secretary determines to be fair and reasonable to farms in

the State receiving allotments under this section which the Sec-
retary determines are inadequate in view of past production of
tobaceo.”

And on pages 8 and 4, to strike out all of section 3.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I move that the Senate concur in the
amendments of the House.
The motion was agreed to.
REIMEBEURSEMENT OF CERTAIN RAILROADS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MinTon in the chair)
laid before the Senate the amendments of the House of
Representatives to the bill (8. 3526) to provide for reim-
bursing certain railroads for sums paid into the Treasury
of the United States under an unconstitutional act of Con-
gress, which were, on page 1, line 5, to strike out all after
“appropriated”, down to and including *“thereof”, in line 6,
and insert “including the balance remaining in the fund
in the Treasury designated ‘Railroad Retirement Trust
Fund’, to the railroad companies and other carriers of the
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United States, their trustees or receivers, their propor-
tionate share of”; on page 1, line 7, to strike out “said
sums having been” and insert “in full settlement of all
their claims against the United States for a refund of
sums”; on page 1, line 10, to strike out “and”; on page 2,
to strike out all of section 2 and insert:

Sec. 2. Claims for refund hereunder shall be flled within 1 year
from the approval of this act, and the Secretary of the Treasury
may promulgate such rules and regulations as he deems necessary
for carrying out the purpose of this act.

And to amend the title so as to read: “An act to refund
sums paid by the railroads and other carriers of the United
States under the Railroad Retirement Act of 1934.”

Mr. BAILEY. I move that the Senate agree to the
amendments of the House.

The motion was agreed to.

REGISTRATION OF COLLECTIVE TRADE-MARKS

Mr. McADOO. Mr, President, will the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to me?

Mr. MURRAY. 1 yield to the Senator from California.

Mr. McADOO. I ask for the present consideration of
House bill 9996, which has been favorably reported by the
Committee on Patents. On a former occasion the Senator
from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] objected to its consideration
because he wanted to look into the bill. He has now with-
drawn the objection. It is a noncontroversial measure and
ought to be passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the title
of the bill.

The LecistaTive CLErRk. A bill (H. R. 9996) to authorize
the registration of certain collective trade-marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill was considered
and the committee amendment agreed to on May 18.

Mr. McADOO. Mr. President, the bill simply gives to our
nationals the right of collective registration of trade-marks,
the same right that foreigners have under treaty provisions,
and puts our nationals on a parity with foreigners in that
respect.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the
present consideration of the hill?

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Sen-
ator from California a question. Did the committee which
considered House bill 9996 disagree with respect to
reporting it?

Mr. McADOO. There was no disagreement.

Mr. AUSTIN. Was the meeting of the committee which
reported the bill largely attended?

Mr. McADOO. The meeting was not largely attended,
because it is very difficult to get the members together. I had
to poll the committee on the floor of the Senate. All the
members signed, I believe. The report was unanimous.

Mr. AUSTIN. The committee was polled, was it?

Mr. McADOO. Yes. I should like to repeat to the Sena-
tor what he will find in the report of the committee: -

The purpose of this measure is to correct an injustice to domes-
tiec persons, natural and juristic, which has arisen by reason of
the fact that under existing laws, and in keeping with international
conventions, foreign trade-marks of a collective character enjoy
a protection in the United States not now afforded to domestic
users of collective trade-marks.

That is all there is to the bill.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, it does not affect the
domestic law as to trade-marks at all?

Mr, McADOO. No. Suppose, for instance, an American
Legion Post has a badge. That is a collective trade-mark,
and they may desire to register it for protection. Or any
other organization may have such a trade-mark, and it could
be registered under the proposed law. As it is now, a spe-
cial bill must be passed whenever a collective trade-mark is
to be registered.

There are on the records of the Senate a great many bills
for the registration of trade-marks of various civic organ-
jzations, like the Daughters of the American Revolution, for
instance. This bill would extend to Americans the same
privilege we have extended by international agreement to
foreigners,

May 23

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I should like to ask the
Senator from California whether this proposal affects trade-
marks and similar rights now granted by our laws to corpo-
rations and to individuals engaged in trade in the United
States.

Mr. McADOO. It does not affect them,

Mr. AUSTIN. Would the proposal have any other effect
than to extend the right to retain the monopoly in a trade-
mark to activities which are not commercial? I desire to
understand the bill. I want to know whether it extends
to corporate bodies which are not engaged in trade the right
to obtain a trade-mark. Is that the purpose of the bill?

Mr. McADOO. Let me read from the report for a
moment:

Since June 30, 1936, therefore, it has been possible for foreign
associations but impossible for domestic associations to register
marks used by their members or subject to their control. This
was required by our treaty obligations.

This situation is intolerable since it not only denies adequate
protection in the United States to hundreds, if not thousands,
of valuable association trade-marks but also keeps such associa-
tions powerless to prevent piracy and infringement of such marks
in foreign countries where registration and protection are depend-
ent on prior United States registration.

Among the associations that have appealed to your committee
to remedy this situation are the Southern Pine Association, the
Pennsylvania Grade Crude Ofl Association, the Arkansas Soft Pine
Bureau, the National Oak Flooring Manufacturers Association,
and the National Lumber Manufacturers Assoclation. There are
hundreds of others throughout the United States that will take
immediate advantage of enabling legislation,

I cannot possibly conceive of any reason why this exten-
sion of the privilege of registration should not be granted.
It does not affect any existing provisions for registration
of trade-marks; it does not create any monopoly. It is
simply an attempt to put our own citizens on a parity with
the citizens and association of foreign countries, which now
by treaty have the right to register collective trade-marks in
our jurisdiection.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, I think the bill should go
over so that we might have an opportunity to study it. After
a brief consideration of the report, the question arises on the
report itself whether it is good policy to adopt such a meas-
ure as this. I notice there is a statement here to the effect
that the Commissioner of Patents, in a certain case which is
cited, has held that an organization composed of nine asso-
ciations of fruit growers, and acting as a selling agent, could
not have a trade-mark registration.

Mr, McADOO. Mr. President, I am quite willing to let the
bill go over, if the Senator desires to look into it further.

Mr. AUSTIN. I should like to look into it more carefully.
I ask that it go over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is heard.

RELIEF AND WORK-RELIEF APPROPRIATIONS

The Senate resumed the consideration of the joint reso-
lution (H. J. Res. 679) making appropriations for work
relief, relief, and otherwise to increase employment by pro-
viding loans and grants for publie-works projects.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, as a member of the special
Senate Committee on Unemployment and Relief, I have had
the opportunity of participating in the very extensive hear-
ings conducted by that committee during the present session
of Congress. A vast amount of important and revealing
information has been secured relating to the problems of un-
employment and relief, the causes and remedies for depres-
sions, and, in particular, the causes which have contributed
to the present recession now so seriously disturbing our
national industrial equilibrium.

If I may be permitted to do so, I should like at this time to
submit for the consideration of this honorable body some of
the results of our investigations, as well as some of the im-
portant and significant deductions which I believe may be
logically drawn therefrom.

Mr. President, the pending recovery bill contains provi-
sions authorizing the appropriation and expenditure of huge
sums of our national funds. -

Naturally, the appropriation and expenditure of such enor-
mous Federal funds, in the face of our already unbalanced
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Budget and mounting national debt, can only be justified by
the soundest considerations of public policy and by the most
convincing proof that such a measure will undoubtedly
accomplish the purposes intended, and, in fact, that the ends
sought to be attained by this program can in no other man-
ner be substantially achieved.

It has been repeatedly charged in both houses of Con-
gress by the opposition party that this theory of spending
public funds for priming the pump has already been tried
and has proven a complete failure, and that we should not
be asked to venture such great stakes upon it again. It is,
of course, highly important—yes, absolutely essential—that
we should be sure that the theory is right before we proceed
further. It is vigorously asserted, as I have already stated,
that it will result only in failure, and that we are risking
our national solvency, the credit of our Government, and the
future of our system of currency. It is argued that since
1933 the national debt has been increased by over $20,000,-
000,000 in a futile attempt to stimulate industrial activity
and restore to gainful employment the millions of workers
released from industry following the crisis of 1929. It is
obvious that this presents a grave economic, financial, and
political problem which forebodes great danger fo our coun-
try in the event the theory proposed turned out to be wrong.

Inasmuch as the Senate committee to which I have just
adverted has given a most serious and lengthy study to these
problems, I deem it of importance that Senators should have
the full benefit of those studies in considering the issue we
are now called upon to decide. As a member of that com-
mittee, Mr. President, it is my individual judgment—and I
think I can demonstrate the accuracy of my assertion—that
this attack on the pending measure cannot be sustained in
any degree; that, on the contrary, this proposed recovery
measure fully meets all of the strict conditions which I have
mentioned, and, in fact, constitutes the only effective means
of meeting and combating this most perplexing problem of
unemployment and industrial recession.

I think it may be safely stated that no reputable economist
or business or industrial leader of the country would have
the courage to assert that the bill should not pass. No
other reasonable alternative can be offered, and, manifestly,
there can be no other way to fight this recession and relieve
the widespread human suffering and distress resulting from
the rapidly mounting unemployment conditions of the coun-
try. Indeed, even a failure to promptly pass this measure
might imperil the very continuance of our present economie
system. A failure to act promptly would permit the present
extremely threatening conditions to grow into a national
crisis and panic that would be very difficult, if not impossi-
ble, to overcome. It is obvious that if the rapidly increasing
unemployment in the country is not quickly relieved, we will
soon witness widespread and serious human distress; and
panic conditions could very easily develop, spreading bank-
ruptey and ruin across the Nation.

Already we see the situation becoming desperate in such
industrial centers as Chicago and Cleveland, In Cleveland
the W. P. A. roll has increased from 20,000 to 70,000 since
last Gctober., In Chicago the roll has jumped from 50,000 to
120,000. In my own small State of Montana the W. P. A.
quota has been increased by thousands. The great copper
mines and smelters of my State have almost completely sus-
pended operations, and urgent and angry demands are pour-
ing in for relief. The Governor of Illinois has just convened
the State legislature to meet a very critical situation in that
State which might well become a panic. Thousands of un-
employed in Chicago are now being fed in bread lines, with
the mere necessities of life supplied by the Surplus Com-
modities Corporation. In Toledo hungry relief clients re-
cently took possession of the relief offices in their efforts to
secure assistance. Similar threatening conditions will most
certainly develop in other large industrial sections of the
country as the days pass. Certainly no right-minded citizen
stll:lould lightly undertake to play politics in a situation of

is kind.
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Mr, President, it is my judgment that the spokesmen of re-
actionary interests in this country are making a pathetic
display of themselves in pretending to think and assert that
this bill should be defeated. Actually, they know that it must
pass and that it will pass, but they seem willing to take
advantage of the situation and desire to play a little politics
at this time in an effort to smear and discredit the adminis-
tration by casting doubts on the program and assuming and
pretending to charge that our original recovery program has
been proven a failure.

Let us examine the facts. Many of the Nation’s distin-
guished leaders in business and finance, as well as economists
and sociologists, appeared before our committee and ex-
pressed their views on the progress our country has been
making since 1933 under the presenf administration. The
various economic reforms and social improvements which
President Roosevelt has advocated and carried through since
1933 were extensively discussed and analyzed. They quite
uniformly expressed approval of the many important meas-
ures which have been enacted providing necessary and far-
reaching reforms and benefits to business, agriculture, indus-
try, and finance, as well as materially advancing the social
welfare of the people. In some instances they suggested
amendments and improvements, but on the whole not one
witness advocated the repeal or even a serious modification of
the philosophy of any of these salutary measures.

Such measures as the Wagner Labor Relations Act, the
Securities Exchange Act, the Agricultural Adjustment Act,
the National Bituminous Coal Act, the Home Owners' Loan
Act, the Federal Housing Act, the new Slum Clearance Act,
the Federal Deposits Insurance Act, the Rural Electrification
Act, and the Soil Erosion Act were all recognized as having
accomplished effective and far-reaching benefits. Even the
lowly, much-abused National Industrial Recovery Act was
in nowise repudiated as an honest effort to stabilize industry,
and it was frankly admitted that it had accomplished im-
portant results before it was finally declared invalid. They
uniformly approved the Federal Public Works program, so
satisfactorily and honestly administered by the Secretary of
the Interior, Hon. Harold L. Ickes, as well as the efforts of the
administration to care for the unemployed under the very
able and efficient direction of Harry Hopkins, of the Works
Progress Administration. Both of these Federal agencies
have, in addition to efficiently relieving the distress of unem-
ployment, added immeasurably to the wealth of the Nation
since 1933. There is not a city or community in the country
which does not boast of important projects adding greatly
to its educational, cultural, or physical welfare. Dotted all
over the land are great regenerative projects, such as dams,
reservoirs, power plants, highways, bridges, and structures
of every conceivable kind adding immeasurably to the com-
fort, welfare, and happiness of the people of the country.
Mr. President, this country has advanced farther along the
lines I have discussed during the few years of the present
administration than it would have advanced in 50 years of
alleged prosperity under the old regimes.

Representatives and spokesmen of industry appearing be-
fore the committee were unable to offer any legitimate or
effective criticism of New Deal legislation or Government
policies relating to these matters I have mentioned, nor did
any of them seriously contend that any of this reform legis-
lation has been found to be in anywise detrimental to busi-
ness. On the contrary, they uniformly endorsed the phil-
osophy of this sort of legislation and, in some instances
where they were not in complete accord, they nevertheless
found it impossible to offer any valid criticism or objection.

For instance, one of the Nation's outstanding bankers,
Mr. Winthrop W. Aldrich, chairman of the board of the
Chase National Bank of New York, freely acknowledged that
business, finance, and industry in this country had been to
blame for failing to carry out proper and necessary reforms
in the inferest and welfare of the country and the protec-
tion of our citizens. In the course of his testimony he had
expressed some apprehension over the adverse effect of the
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capital-gains tax and the undistributed-profits tax on indus-
try causing a slowing down of the capital market and creat-
ing a feeling of uncertainty. He also very weakly criticized
the administration’s policies on the power utilities, and ex-
pressed concern over the regulations and restrictions im-
posed on Wall Street by the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission, but upon interrogation he freely acknowledged that
the Government had acted properly and wisely in enacting
legislation designed to regulate and control the security ex-
changes of the country. Upon being directly interrogated
on the subject of the regulation of the securities exchanges,
the record shows his testimony at page 533 to be as follows:

Senator MurrAaY. And you believe, do you, that the Government
was_ justified in its policy of regulating the stock exchanges?

Mr. AvpricH. Definitely.

Senator MUurrAY. And you have had no objection to the measures
that bave been put in force for the purpose of regulating these
stock exchanges of the country?

Mr. ALpricH. Not In the least, as far as their purpose is con-
cerned.

Senator MURRAY. You realize, of course, that it was the evils
in the investment field, the evils that obtalned in the stock
exchanges of the country, that contributed largely to the great
depression that came upon the country?

Mr. AvpricH. I do not think there is any question about that.

Again, on page 535 his testimony is as follows:

Senator MURRAY. All of those evils that existed in Wall Street
prior to 1929 were under the control of the stock exchange and
under the control of the banking business of the country, and
they could have regulated themselves if they had seen fit to do
80; isn't that true?

Mr. ALDRICH. Yes; I should think that was true, if they had
appreciated the fact that the abuses to which you refer might
exist. Of course, some of them were not anticipated by anybody,
I believe.

Senator MurraY. They made no effort whatever to regulate the
evils of the stock exchange, and permitted the country——

Mr. ALpricH. Oh, I don't think that Is true. I think the stock
exchange made great efforts to regulate the practices on the
exchange. I am not an expert on the stock exchange, but just
from general knowledge I should say that.

Senator MurraY, Well, as a result of the way the stock exchange
was operated it was possible for investors of this country to have
been looted out of billions of dollars prior to 1929; isn't that true?

Mr. AvpricH. Well, I wouldn't think that was so. I think that

there were a good many abuses, both in finance and on the stock:

exchange, and I think there were many cases of tragic failures
of judgment and some cases of fallures of personal integrity, but
I wouldn't want to see the statement made as broadly as that.

Senator Murray. And, of course, that resulted in creating a
feeling in the minds of the public generally that it was dangerous
for them to have anything to do with the investment business in
New York.

Mr. AvpricH. Well, my feeling about that is that it is the best
thing for the country that the exchanges and markets should be
regulated by the Government. I am not against Government regu-
lation. The public should have full confidence in dealing on those
exchanges; at the same time I do not think that the regulation
should go so far as to in any way hamper the usefulness of the
exchange.

Senator MurraY. But it should go far enough to prevent the
general public from being defrauded by the manipulations of the
stock exchanges,

Mr. AvupricH. Senator, I do not think there is any responsible
person who does not think that.

Mr. Aldrich also expressed opposition to the theory of
guaranteed bank deposits, The record of the hearings on
page 534 shows the following:

Senator Murray. For instance, the very first act that was estab~
lished by the present administration was the act bringing relief
to the banking business of the country.

Mr. AvpricH. That is correct.

Senator Murray. That was Public Act No. 1.

Mr. AupricH, That is correct.

Senator Murray. And that had a tremendous effect in reestab-
lishing confidence in the country.

Mr. AvpricH. Absolutely. -

Senator MurraY. The Guaranteed Deposits Insurance Act has had
a tremendous influence In establishing confidence on the part of
the people of the country in banks.

Mr. ArvpricH. Well, I am not so sure about that. I, personally,
am opposed to the theory of guaranteed bank deposits, but a great
many people would say “yes” to that.

Senator Murray. Well, prior to the enactment of that act we had
thousands of banks failing in the country practically every year,
did we not?

Mr. ALpricH. Yes; that is true.

Senator MUrrAY. Just prior to the advent of the present admin-
istration.

Mr. AvpricH, That is correct.
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Senator MurrAY. And since the enactment of that act that situ-
ation has been cleared up and we do not have those bank failures
any more.

Mr. AroricH. Well, I don't know whether that is brought about
by the provisions of the Federal Deposits Insurance Act. I would
be inclined to think that the situation has been such that condi-
tions have not arisen in which those banks would be liable to fail.
I do not say that the Federal Deposit Insurance Act has not been
a contributing factor to the confidence of the public in those banks.
1 personally do not happen to agree with the economie theory of
that act, but I would not want to say, either, that it prevented
banks from failing, because I don't know whether that is true or
not; I doubt it.

Senator Murray. But it has been given general credit in the
country for that?

Mr. ArpricH. That is correct.

Senator MurrAY. Not only by depositors but by bankers,

Mr. ArpricH. That is correct.

Other representatives of finance and industry appearing
before the committee in addition to Mr. Aldrich expressed
themselves in favor of repeal or modification of the capital-
gains tax and the undistributed-profits tax, but none offered
any criticism legitimately reflecting on any of the legislation
of this administration,

For example, Bernard M. Baruch, financier, of New York,
said he thought the capital-gains tax should be amended so
as to allow losses to be deducted, and that the undistributed-
profits tax should be amended so as to allow accumulation
of sufficient profits to meet the needs of prudent business
administration. He suggested that the social-security pay-
roll tax now in operation should be replaced. This sugges-
tion was based upon the ground that the more expensive we
make labor by means of taxes the greater will be the ten-
dency to replace men with machines.

He approved in general the entire program of the ad-
ministration for economic reform and social welfare. He
expressed no criticism of any of the New Deal legislaticn but
suggested studies and amendments wherever justified. He
criticized monopoly, and asserted that monopolistic abuses
should be regulated out of our economy. He pointed out
that business must cooperate to eradicate its own abuses and
that it should meet sympathetically the effort of the Gov-
ernment to eradicate those abuses which require Government
action to destroy.

Mr. Baruch held that we must meet the needs of our un-
employed and that while we had spent twenty billions to
that end, that money could be replaced. He said it would
“sink into insignificance” if we could succeed in saving the
morale of our people and their ability to fend for them-
selves, and that it was the duty of business, capital, and labor
to cooperate with the Government in the solution of these
problems. His testimony was constructive and helpful.

The record of these hearings may be searched and it will
be found that the only vital and specific advice or recom-
mendation offered was for the repeal or modification of the
tax on undistributed profits and the modification of the tax
on capital gains. It was claimed that if Congress could be
induced to take this course there would be an immediate and
effective response from industry and that it would have a
tremendous effect on the restoration of confidence and in-
dustrial activity,

The committee, in its preliminary report to the Senate,
expressed accord with those proposals as an aid and en-
couragement to business. I personally doubted the wisdom
of going so far in the modification of the taxes, and I think
sound arguments could be advanced against such extreme
action; but it was thought important to make some effort to
remove the alleged cause of business hostility toward the
Government. The Congress has since passed the revenue
bill, substantially carrying out these recommendations; and I
submit that this constitutes the strongest proof of the desire
of Congress to do everything that is necessary, legitimate,
and appropriate to aid industry.

I think the entire record of the administration has been
one of helpfulness toward business, if the realities of the
situation could only be understood. The Banking Act of
1933 and the handling of the banking crisis by the President
were certainly in the interest of business and finance. That
act, together with the Guaranteed Deposits Insurance Act,
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has given us the soundest and safest banking system in all
the world. The Securities Exchange Act is an act for the
benefit of the investment security business, and has restored
the confidence of the public in the security exchanges to a
very large degree. I can hardly think of an act in the whole
program of New Deal legislation that is not, in some of its
implications, actually benefiting industry and finance. These
acts are simply correcting the flagrant evils of our economic
system and making it possible to retain our profit system.

The committee in its preliminary report makes the follow-
ing statement:

The committee is of the opinion that the enactment of revenue
legislation along the lines contained in the Senate bill will be
exceedingly helpful at this time. The committee, however, does
not believe that the permanent solution of the unemployment
problem is quite so simple, and, therefore, intends to pursue its
inquiry in the hope that as a result of further study under more
normal conditions, it can make recommendations broader in scope
than those contained in this report and which will be more help-
ful to the Senate in dealing with the perplexing problem of unem-
ployment and relief.

Mr. President, I think I have successfully demonstrated
that industry has not been hampered or improperly inter-
fered with in any manner by the reforms and social legisla-
tion which the present administration has enacted, and it is
plain that the alleged “fog of fear and uncertainty” we have
heard so much about has no foundation in fact. It is a mere
figment of the minds of the privileged few who have been
deprived of special advantages.

Mr. President, it is my judgment that it would be unsafe
for Congress to take advice from or heed the admonitions
of men situated as is Mr. Aldrich, of the Chase National
Bank. Such counselors are too deeply enmeshed and in-
volved in the matters and problems concerning which they
assume to offer counsel; and I, for one, should not be inclined
to trust them. It is my belief that the opinions and judg-
ments of these biased advisers must be discounted.

I think it can be very easily established that the present
recession is primarily due to the failure of industry to cooper-
ate with the Government. I do not intend this statement as
in anywise censuring industry. I think that if we all had
the road to travel over again, we should probably avoid some
of our serious failures of judgment and mistakes, and should
act with more wholehearted cooperation. I think it can be
truly said, however, that industry was misled and tricked into
the course it followed by its traditional habits and policies.

When industry saw the great volume of business mounting
in the country, it could not restrain its complex for profits,
and immediately set about to raise prices. It failed to appre-
ciate that we were not experiencing a normal rise in pros-
perity. The Government program of spending, together with
the inflationary policies which had been set in force follow-
ing the inauguration of President Roosevelt, created a rapid
rise in purchasing power and in consumption capacity which
stimulated industrial activity during 1935 and 1936. Indus-
try should have appreciated this abnormal situation pro-
duced by Government spending and should have kept in
circulation the money which was pouring into the channels
of trade, restricting itself to reasonable profits, and thus
maintaining the purchasing power of the people and their
capacity to consume. It should not have undertaken too
rapidly to siphon this money out of the channels of trade
into its own treasuries.

Certainly there was no evidence of fear or lack of confi-
dence in industry during 1935 and 1936. The facts estab-
lished by the witnesses at the hearings absolutely prove this
statement. Many of the witnesses pointed with great pride
to the fact that in 1936 and 1937 their industries had in-
creased beyond the high peak of 1929.

For example, Mr, Du Pont, of the du Pont de Nemours Co.,
pointed out that in 1929 his company employed 42,000 men.
This number fell to 28,000 in 1932. His testimony in this
connection appears at the top of page 270 of the record of
the hearing, and is as follows:

®* * =+ Bubsequently, our employment showed an almost con-
tinuous upward trend, reaching 55,500 at the end of December
1936 and then rising to a peak of 59,800 in September 1937. This
declined by the end of the year to 51,600, which constituted a loss
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over 3 months amounting to 14 percent, and over the 12 months to
T percent. At the peak of our employment last summer we had on
our salary and pay rolls 42 percent more people than in 1929, and
at the year end we were employing 23 percent more people than
in 1929, Our annual pay roll at the year end was 40 percent
higher, average monthly wages were 13 percent higher, average
hourly wage rates were 26 percent higher, although the number
of hours worked were 1634 percent less than in 1929.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ELLENDER in the chair),
Does the Senator from Montana yield to the Senator from
Indiana?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. MINTON. Did not Mr. Enudsen, the president of the
General Motors Corporation, appear before the committee?

Mr. MURRAY. He did.

Mr. MINTON. I think the figures show that in 1932 Gen-
eral Motors made $165,000; in 1936 they made $238,000,000;
and I believe the figure was even higher in 1937.

Mr. MURRAY. That is a correct statement. I intend
to refer to that matter later. As a matter of fact, prac-
tically every corporation in the United States made greater
profits in 1936 and 1937 than at any time since 1929. A
great many of such corporations made greater profits in
1937 than they did at the highest peak of our national pros-
perity in 1929.

Mr. MINTON. I wonder if the Senator will agree with
me in the statement that Mr. Knudsen’s company, General
Motors, was one of the chief beneficiaries of the spending
program, and a splendid example of what the Senator has
just pointed out. The corporation took all the profits for
itself. General Motors, presided over by Mr. Knudsen, paid
Mr. Knudsen two-hundred-thousand-odd dollars in 1934,
three-hundred-thousand-odd dollars in 1935, and five-hun-
dred-thousand-odd dollars in 1936. The corporation did not
reduce the price of its commodities to the public at all. It
raised wages very little, but it raised the salaries of its own
officers, and paid fat dividends to stockholders. Is not that
the kind of corporation about which the Senator is talking?

Mr. MURRAY. That is correct; and the same statement
applies to a great many such corporations, as I intend to
show later.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hiur in the chair).
Does the Senator from Montana yield to the Senator from
South Carolina?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. BYRNES. Does the Senator mean to say that all
the corporations to which he refers made good profits last
year?

Mr. MURRAY. Yes.

Mr. BYRNES. Notwithstanding the fact that pump prim-
ing had ruined the country?

Mr. MURRAY. Yes; and notwithstanding the fact that
as a result of the increases in prices a considerable reces-
sion occurred in the latter half of the year. . Nevertheless,
the profits of such corporations during the first 8 months
of 1937 were greater than their profits in 1929.

Mr. BYRNES. The pump was working pretty well.

Mr. MURRAY. Yes.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. HATCH. I think surely the Senator must be mis-
taken in that statement, is he not?

Mr. MURRAY. I am sure I am not. I obtained the in-
formation from Barron’s, the National Financial Weekly.

Mr. HATCH. How could the statement of the Senator be
true when we had both the undistributed-profits tax and
the capital-gains tax during that period?

Mr, MURRAY. The profits referred to were earned after
deducting the taxes, That is the reason why, in the early
part of my speech, I made the remark that I was not con-
vinced that we should agree to the repeal of those taxes,
I am fearful that the repeal of the taxes will have a bad
effect. Greater hoarding of wealth will be permitted by
those who make excess profits, as a result of the failure of
the Government to take some of the profits from them in the
form of taxes,
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Mr. HATCH. We even had the social-security tax during
the same period, did we not?

Mr. MURRAY. We did. Notwithstanding all those taxes,
enormous profits were made in 1937.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. WAGNER. I did not have the advantage of hearing
the analysis which the Senator thus far has made. Has the
Senator before him figures indicating a comparison of the
increased profits of industry during the period of public
expenditures with the increase in wages during the same
period of time? As I recall, having studied the figures
somewhat, there is a tremendous disparity between the in-
crease of profits to the industries and the increase of wages
during the same period of time.

Mr. MURRAY. That is correct. I have before me a
photostatic copy of page 3 of Barron’s, the National Finan-
cial Weekly, for April 4, 1938, which gives a list of the cor-
porations which made greater profits in 1937 than in 1929,
notwithstanding the recession in the latter part of 1937.
The heading shows that another bull market is in pros-
pect, I presume to take advantage of the new pump-priming
program of the Government, unless something is done to
hold things in check.

The heading at the top of the article is “130 companies
whose 1937 profits top 1929.” The subheading says, “Long-
term earnings growth favorable augury for mnext bull
market?”

Mr. LUNDEEN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. LUNDEEN. May we have the article to which the
Senator referred inserted in the REcorp?

Mr. MURRAY. Yes. Mr. President, I ask permission to
have printed in the Recorp at this point the photostatic
copy of page 3 of Barron’s Weekly of April 4, 1938.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection,
article may be printed in the REcoRD.

The article is as follows:

[From Barron’s, the National Financial Weekly, for April 4, 1038]

ONE HUNDRED AND THIRTY COMPANIES WHOSE 1837 FROFITS TOP 1929—
LONG-TERM EARNINGS GEOWTH FAVORABLE AUGURY FOR NEXT EBULL
MARKET?

Truest of speculative maxims is that the good go down with
the bad in bear markets. A corollary, as a former editor of the
Wall Street Journal put it many years ago, is that a rising tide floats
up much that is found to be unsalable when the tide recedes.

Ability to distinguish between businesses which are forging
ahead merely because they are caught in a stampede of pros-
perity and those which are supplying the impetus for the big
push, is of value allke to the businessman and the investor.
Securities of a growing company may work out all right even if
bought at the wrong time, and are practically certain to do
better than the others if bought at the right time, whereas
partnership in a dying business may be unprofitable even for the
cleverest in-and-out trader.

Just as a few years' experlence in either a bull or bear market
is no test of, investment acumen, so 2 or 3 years of steadily
rising or steadily falling general business provide no trustworthy
gage of the inherent vitality of a business. Something, how-
ever, can be learned by comparing the status of various companies
at the peaks or bottoms of successive business cycles., A company
which was better off at the top of the last bull market than it
was at the top of the 1929 boom may fairly be assumed to have
made some Independent progress.

Delving for the explanation may uncover facts which minimize
the accomplishment. For instance, a company may enjoy profit-
less expansion by simply exchanging its securities for those of
other companies on a basis which contributes nothing to its rate
of earnings. But as the first step In separating the growth
companies from those which are static or retrogressing, a com-
parison of their 1937 results with their best year in the 1928-29
boom serves to focus attention on a small enough number to
make further intensive study rewarding.

Of the six-hundred-odd industrial companies which have so far re-
ported for 1937, there are 130 which last year earned more for
their stockholders than in either 1828 or 1929. Thirty-five other
companies reported that their sales were higher last year than in
either of the aforementioned 2 years, although their net profits
were lower. In addition, there are four companies which were
unable to keep out of the red in either of the best years of the
twenties, but did operate at a profit last year.

The list below is a preliminary report on Barron's rapidly
progressing search for the 10 fastest growing companies in the
country. Probably included in it are some of the companles
which will achieve that distinction, but not all of the 1937 reports
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have been published as yet. And until the last reports are in,
Barron's will reach no final conclusion as to which companies
of all those listed or traded on the New York Stock and New York
Curb Exchanges will constitute the final selectlon. In deter-
mining which companies are growing the fastest much more than
earnings and sales comparisons—on which basis alone the ac-
companying tabulation was compiled—will be given consideration,

As soon as the majority of 1937 reports have been published,
the companies will be rated according to a formula based on a
variety of factors which indicate growth—or the opposite. Ap-
proximately 100 of the highest-ranking companies will then be
subjected to penetrating analyses of all aspects of their business.
Among other things, consideration will be given to benefits which
the stockholders have received; in other words how well the
person who bought the company's stock in 1929 has fared in
income and appreciation since that time.

The present list, as previously explained, is entirely prelimi-
nary and contains all companies which earned or sold more in
1937 than in 1928 and 1929. No attempt has been made to weed
out companies which were suffering recessions of their own in the
midst of prosperity in 1929, but which in earlier years may have
exceeded last year’s totals.

Nor have companies which have expanded horizontally—that
is, by acquiring other companies at the expense of increasing
their capitalization—Dbeen separated from those which, like the
chemical companies, have grown by developlng new products
and new markets and have passed along their gains to their
original stockholders. .

A striking feature of the list as it stands is that few of the
companies which have made the largest gains since 1928-29 are
the prominent, large corporations now regarded as the gilt-edged
investments. Even Chrysler, whose astonishing development into
one of the three biggest factors in the automoblle business has
come largely since 1929, is fairly well down in the list.

Bpecial situations apparently account for many of the biggest
gains. National Distillers, for example, 18 an unusual situation
because of the boost it received from the repeal of the eighteenth
amendment. The big gain in Libbey-Owens-Ford is
partly due to the increasing use of safety glass in automobiles.
Formation of Agfa Ansco as recently as 1928, plus the current
boom in amateur photography, partly explains that company’s
tremendous percentage gain in profits since 1929,

Reflecting the modernization program of the steel industry
are the positions, well up in the list, of the two steel mill ma-
chinery companies, Mesta Machine Co. and United Engineering
& Foundry, both of which have had earnings gains of well over
100 percent since 1920,

Prominent in the list are specialty companies like Van Raalte,
Abbott Laboratories, and American Chicle. Here again rapid
growth is generally the result of speclial situations rather than
broad economic trends.

On the other hand, increasing farm prosperity is obviously
behind the gains reported by Allis-Chalmers, Montgomery Ward,
Sears, Roebuck, J. C. Penney, and others. And in the big gains
by Commercial Credit and Commercial Investment Trust can be
seen the increasing popularity of instalment financing and the
benefits of cheap money.

Metal companies, especlally gold-mining companies, are well
represented in the list. Obvlous reasons are the world-wide in-
creases In the price of gold since 1929 and the international
armaments race, The chemical industry is also generously repre-
sented, due ito the steady, solld growth of the industry rather
than to temperarily favorable circumstances.

Absent from the list, although 1937 results were not far below
1920, are both big electrical equipment manufacturers, General
Electric and Westinghouse. Despite the growing use of electrical
appliances, these companies have not been able to compensate
1&:{.1'I the decline in new equipment purchases by the hard-pressed
utilities.

Also conspicuous by their absence are the bullding-supply
companies, railroad equipments, motion-picture companies, food
stores and food processors. A few chain stores, however, made
the grade by bringing 1837 earnings above 1929, despite the puni-
tive taxation to which they have been subjected.

Listed separately are the companies which had higher sales last
year than in 1928 or 1929, but lower earnings. Outstanding exam-
ple of the lower profit margins caused by higher taxes and wages and
increased competition is Safeway Stores, which, despite a 79-percent
increase in sales over 1929, suffered a 50-percent drop in profits.

TasLE I—Companies with net profits larger in 1937 than in 1929
A—COMPANIES LISTED ON NEW YORK STOCK EXCHANGE

1937 net P?m“t igﬂ::lsala& (‘:r i e
ne gain over operat- | gain over
Company profit 192 or | ingreve- | 1928 or
1929 nues) 1920

National Distillers. .- --cacaaeea- $7, 861, 068 1,192 §61, 938, 840 866
Florence Stove._.... o 1, 247, 088 450 12, 726, 1356 318
Homestake Mining_ _ 7,188, 854 388 18, 304, 076 m
Monsanto Chemical_____ = 5, 162, 511 351 33, 202, 356 0]
G szhound Corporation. 5 4, 015, 475 275 44, 235, 505 481
G. C. Murphy.. oot . 3, 007, 383 234 42, 522 253 170
Associated Investment. e 3,221,038 221 149, 475, 874 339
Buperior Bteel. ..o -coecemaemsaes 239, 525 220 8, 182, 789 12.5
Yellow Truck rdan 8, 571, 669 204 73, 451, 555 47

1 Figures not available,
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TasrE I—Companies with net profits larger in 1937 than in 1920—
Continued

A—COMPANIES LISTED ON NEW YORK STOCE EXCHANGE—continued
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TaBLE I—Companies with net profits larger in 1937 than in 1929—
Continued

B—COMPANIES LISTED OR TRADED ON NEW YOREK CURB EXCHANGE

v Pgeont 1937 sales ({? P:?rmt
gain over | total vperat- | gain over
Company profit 128 or | ing "rffa- 8192'5 or
1929 nues) 1929
8,510 V) ™
323 $7,302,171 @
256 (* 0]
226 6,677, 742 1)
210 23,704, 677 520
i | soves| O
180 ™ ™
Bridgeﬂrt Machlne 150 6,718,802 101
Minn Mifg. . 150 W, (?
Reed Roller ‘Bit 142 [
138 : ®
138 6, 171,177 506
138 0] )
128 1,118, 555 17.6
126 (1) 8
125 8,078, 499 1
112 8,333, 303
109 M @
81 B, 640, 135 64
69 ) )
67 m%nmﬁ
% 58, 565, 071 g
7| 8 &
Mining 887, 54 2, 208, 125 1)
gaTdézn Pclmh & Chemical..... 2, ﬁ 319 ﬁ ? g: o7, gill &i -
Hollinger Consolidated Gold ot
T e e R SRS VL R 5,187, 481 1.7 5, 076, 814 48.3
M Piston Ring__________ 403, 4.5 (O} m
o r Heatmg & ting._. L g?g é?i gé g ((3 8}
Durby 011 & Reﬂning Gnrpom !
26.8 4, 762, 601 17.8
22.4 6, 713, 602 =10.1
18.1 (lg m
1| s | O
101 065, 0.0
5.5 9, 838, 4.1
4.5 ® 0]

1 Figures not available.

TasLe II—Companies with larger sales but lower earnings in 1937

than 1929
A—COMPANIES LISTED ON NEW YORK STOCK EXCHANGE
5 1987 t?t!i]m‘ gl;ermnt ]Par?::t
ompany or n over 0ss from
operating 1028 or 1637 net profit 1028 or

Tevenues 1020 1929
Consolidated Afreraft............| $11,907, 493 270 $402, 685.0
Safeway Stares 1, 868, k] 078, 047 50.0
25,711,195 89 2,875,300 4.0
14, 122, 055 71 184, 930 60.0
4, 821, 356 59 159, 863 19.2
45, 935, 454 52 4, 542, 655 30.2
22, 420, 935 48 067, (42 5.6
b4, 052, 233 41 2, 542, 793 14.2
41,028,722 40 2,231,750 46,1
23, 217, 440 88 1,452, 120 4.1
2 ST RS SR e 10, 036, 231 38 LE By 17 5 DR
Kann.ecntt Copper. ... -| 148, 550, 441 21.5 49, R22, 304 4.3
Allegheny Bteel.____. 86, 573, 418 26.5 1,813, 707 45.3
Bigelow Sanford _____ 20, 3009, 102 2.5 562, 613 77.0
Trac 63, 183, 487 2.0 10, 188, 659 12.3
27,249, 788 21.%8 2, 360, 517 27.9
6, B84, 314 20.5 944, 526 .1
19, 723, 904 18.0 814, 553 32,8
29, 702, 594 10.4 699, 155 2.0
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18, 785, 450 7.3 e e ol
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B—COMPANIES LISTED OR
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4.1 9, 726

FEEBESNE
GO D tnTh ]

1 Deficit.
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TasLE III.—Compandes which had losses in 1929, profits in 1937

Company Earnings, 1937| Deficit, 1920

Eeaboard Oil Co

National (“rpsum..

Heywood-Wakefield (Curb)
ca Aireraft ( Curb)

$2, 447,130
687,428
481, 580
120, 265

$144, 520

Mr. LUNDEEN. I hope that the able Senator will print
that in full. I will say to the Senator that it has been my
contention all along that the superwealth of this country
has not been doing its full share in taking care of the terrific
unemployment and relief burden.

Mr. MURRAY. That is true.

Mr. MINTON. There has been a sit-down strike of wealth,
as it were.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Yes; as the Senator from Indiana well
suggests, there has been a sit-down strike of wealth. They
should be compelled to do their part. For instance, when
we find more than 5,000,000 persons between 16 and 25 years
of age out of scheol and out of. work, and then compare the
statement the Senator is so ably making as to the great
wealth of the country escaping while many children are not
even able to go to school and thousands are unable to obtain
food, clothing, and housing, it is about time that we direct
our attention to this very important subject.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, the Senator is exactly cor-
rect. This mania for profit on the part of industry is the
prime cause for all our difficulties. It was the cause of the
depression in 1929 and it is the cause of the present depres-
sion. Whenever prices get out of bounds the purchasing
power goes down, and we necessarily have recession and
depression.

The profit of the Du Pont Co. in 1937 was 12.6 percent
greater than the profit made by that company in 1929, which
was the peak period of American industrial prosperity. That
certainly does not look as though the Du Pont Co. was oper-

ating under any cloud or fog of fear and uncertainty during
1935, 1936, and 1937.
Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. MINTON. Is the Senator in possession of figures that
would answer the question of the junior Senator from New
York [Mr. Wacner] a while ago as to what was the per-
centage of increase in the wages of labor in 1937, to which
the Senator just referred, compared to the wages in 1929?

Mr. MURRAY. I have not those figures with me, but I
have seen them. One of the arguments that has been made
frequently is that prices were increased by the corporations
because the advance of the wages of labor. That is not
true. The advance of prices occurred before wages were
increased. Wages had to be increased in order to give labor
a purchasing power to enable it to cope with the conditions
that were developing because of the rise of prices. As a mat-
ter of fact, the rise in prices was away beyond anything
necessary to compensate for the rise in wages. I have those
figures though I have not them with me at the present
moment. Nevertheless, Mr. Du Pont, notwithstanding the
profits made by his company, criticized the capital-gains
tax and the undistributed-profits tax which we have been
discussing. He was a strong advocate of the doctrine of
fear, and thought that Congress should do something to
dispel this fog of uncertainty.

Upon being directly interrogated, he testified as follows
(Record of Hearings, p. 283) :

Senator MurrAY. Notwithstanding the fact that, as a result of
the policies of the present government, there has been a tre-
mendous upturn in business, up to the spring of 1937?

htlr. Du PonT. I think that is true. There has been a very good
upturn.

Senator MurraY. You never expected that?

Mr. Du PonT. 1 did not expect it?

L] - - L] L - -

Senator MurrAY. At all events, since the inauguration of the
present administration you have always been fearful that the
policies of the present administration were detrimental to business
prosperity in the country, have you not?

Mr, Du Ponrt. In the long run; yes, sir,
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Senator MurrAY. Notwithstanding the fact that you have dis-
covered that, as a result of the administration’s policies, there has
been a tremendous improvement in business conditions in the
country.

Mr. Du PonT. For the 4 or 5 years; yes.

It will be seen from the testimony of all these representa-
tives of finance and industry appearing before our committee
that in 1936 and early 1937 business conditions and reem-
Ployment were rapidly advancing, All that was necessary
for continued recovery was honest and unselfish cooperation,
but, unforfunately, there was a lack of that necessary spirit
of cooperation. Industry, in its interminable quest for
profits, began to make unreasonable advances in prices and
otherwise failed to observe good judgment and sound eco-
nomic principles. This is exactly what caused the recession in
the recovery we were experiencing.

The present recession follows the classic analysis of the
1929 depression made by the Brookings Institution. The
testimony presented before our committee thoroughly estab-
lishes the conclusion that the unbalanced prices which de-
veloped in 1936 and 1937 caused the recession. Robert W.
Irwin, furniture manufacturer, of Grand Rapids, Mich., testi-
fied directly that the recession was caused by the mainte-
nance of artificial prices; that buyers of goods went on a
strike because prices went too high. He said what we needed
was a return to free competition and that this could be done
only by enforcement of antitrust laws. Here is an im-
partial witness from the ranks of industry frankly acknowl-
edging the cause of the present recession. Many other wit-
nesses corroborated him. Prof. Paul H. Douglas, of the
University of Chicago, testified that the monopoly fixation
of prices which was clearly shown by undisputed facts is the
major cause in the present recession as well as in the 1929
depression, Prof. Alvin H. Hansen, of Harvard University,
testified to the same effect.

It appears, therefore, from this general study of the testi-
mony, that while the Government was seeking by the ex-
penditure of billions of dollars to create purchasing power
and stimulate industrial activity in the country, the leading
industrial and business enterprises moved in to take ad-
vantage of the Government spending and enrich their own
treasuries. Practically all the leading industries began to
raise prices shortly after the public-works program began.
As prosperity began to return, wild excitement and specu-
lation on the stock exchanges followed and very soon, as a
result of the excessive prices and the profits being made by
the big industries of the country, the new boom began to
develop. This urge to raise prices is nothing new. Adam
Smith 160 years ago shrewdly remarked:

People of the same trade seldom get together, even for merriment
and diversion, but the conversation ends in a conspiracy against
the public, or in some contrivance to raise prices. X

A statement issued a short time ago by the National City
Bank shows that the corporations of the country during 1936
and 1937 rapidly increased earnings and dividends. This
is now corroborated by recent income-tax returns showing
the enormous profits of corporations in 1937. Records of
these earnings have been published establishing the fact that
practically all the American industrial corporations made
enormous profits in 1936 and in 1937, and finished in 1937
with the highest earnings since 1929 and some greatly in
excess thereof. Scores of corporations broke all previous
records for earnings.

Mr. LUNDEEN, Mr, President——

Mr. MURRAY. I yield to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Would it be a fair question to ask why
the administration did not take in hand the question of these
corporation profits? Why did we not move in on these
people who were walking off with these huge profits?

Mr. MURRAY. Of course, there would be criticism by the
critics of the present administration of what they call
“planned economy.” They do not want interference with
business, and any attempt to interfere with business would
raise a tremendous howl across the country. It seems to me,
in view of the facts that have been developed, that some-
thing must be done to prevent a repetition of the debacle
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that appears to have developed from the last pump-priming
effort.

I mentioned a moment ago that Barron's, the National
Financial Weekly of Wall Street, in the issue of April 4, 1938,
shows that 130 listed corporations had profits in 1937 which
were ahead of all the previous high records of 1929. The
metals had a record year in earnings as did steel, oil, alumi-
num, machinery, chemicals, and the automobile industry.
In fact, all the heavy industries show high records for earn-
ings for 1937.

Building material prices advanced so high as to stifle
the building program of the countiry, and the railroad
equipment prices, too, were raised so high that the railroads
were compelled to abandon their program for railroad re-
pairs and improvements. While the Government was en-
gaged in priming the pump with a national public works
and work-relief program, involving the expenditure of
billions of dollars, they were all engaged in skimming the
cream off the Government spending.

About the middle of 1936 they began the move to run up
their prices as the Federal Government poured millions into
public works, and in 1937 they jacked up their prices to
inordinate heights. A terrific race followed to fill consumer
inventories engendered by fear of a continued rise in prices.
At first, industry could not execute its orders, but as in-
ventories filled up, business slacked off and unemployment
began. When the inventories were completed, of course,
the factories and manufacturing concerns of the country
began to lay off their men, and, as they laid off their men,
of course, the depression was bound to develop. By the
boosting of unit prices, the sum of the prices of mass pro-
duction goods became greater than the total monetary pur-
chasing power available in the pockets of the consumers.
The result was that when these prices were so boosted and
maintained, and the monetary income, or purchasing power,
of the consumers was not increased, but, on the contrary
was decreased by laying men off, there was not sufficient
purchasing power in the country to buy the output of
American industry and agriculture at the prices charged.

The critics of the administration simply cannot get away
with the charge that business fell off because of any alleged
unreasonable attitude of the Government or alleged attacks
being made by representatives of the Government on busi-
ness or industry. A desperate and despicable effort is being
made by the reactionary interests of the country to confuse
and befuddle the minds of the people in connection with
this recession. Millions of dollars are being expended in
flooding the country with this malicious, lying propaganda.

It is asserted that business interests had become alarmed
and frightened by the interference of the Government in
business and that capital investment ceased. It is, of course,
true that there was a failure of capital investment, but that
was not the immediate cause of the recession. These charges
about business being frightened are based chiefly on the
Utility Holding Company Act, the Securities Exchange Act,
the Labor Relations Act, and the propesed wage and hour
bill now in Congress. Certain interests, of course, have been
hurt by these vitally necessary measures of regulation and
reform and, as a result, these interests are seeking to dis-
credit the entire administration program. It is to be in-
ferred from their contentions that we are now witnessing a
sit-down strike of capital against the administration. I
challenge anyone to point to a single provision of these
measures which have been enacted that is not justified from
every standpoint of economic wisdom and social necessity.

These charges regarding fear and uncertainty of business
have been manufactured by expert propagandists and they
cannot be sustained in any legitimate degree. Our Special
Senate Committee on Unemployment and Relief had before
it witnesses from all over the country who discussed unem-
ployment and the causes of the present recession. Their
testimony completely explodes that fictitious theory of fear
and uncertainty on the part of business, and in general
demonstrates that the unbalanced prices of 1936 and 1937
were the principal and immediate factor in creating the
decline, To attempt to place any blame on the Government,

on the basis that industry was frightened by its policies, is
simply vicious propaganda.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from
Montana yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. MURRAY. I do.

Mr. BAILEY. I am very much interested in the Sen-
ator’s analysis.

I just understood him to say that building up inventories
brought on the present unemployment. The reverse of that
is bound to be true—that in building up inventories, people
were employed; were they not?

Mr. MURRAY. They were employed; yes.

Mr. BAILEY. We must give businessmen credit for the
employment which resulted in the ‘production of the inven-
tories. The Senator, however, would not expect business-
men to keep on in that way. He gives them credit for
building up inventories and creating employment, but he
would not require them to keep on doing that, would he?

Mr. MURRAY. No; but I blame them for not reducing
their prices, and for raising their prices in the first instance,
to such an excessive degree as to compel their customers
to engage in a race to fill inventories, in the cases of many
of them, away bevond their necessities, for the mere purpose
of avoiding the higher prices which they anticipated.

Mr. BAILEY. But, on that point, the Senator would ex-
pect manufacturing enterprises to sell at a reasonable profit?

Mr. MURRAY. Yes.

Mr. BAILEY. Is there evidence here that the industries
received more than a reasonable profit in the years men-
tioned, 1936 and 1937?

Mr. MURRAY. Yes, there is; because the record shows
that they made more profits in those years than they did
in 1929. Their profits in 1936 and 1937 were higher than
in 1929.

Mr. BAILEY. Let us see about that. In 1937, 40 percent
of American corporations made nothing, The Senator would

not hold against them that they charged excessive prices,

for they made nothing. That is true?

Mr. MURRAY. That is true.

Mr. BAILEY. In the same year others made an average
of 10 percent. That is true, is it not?

Mr. MURRAY. I am not informed on that subject.

Mr. BATLEY. I can tell the Senator that the figures were
10.47 percent; but, after all, the 10.47 percent in 1937 would
hardly be a test. We cannot test the profits of the corpo-
ration, or person, or anybody else, by that. The profits of
corporations in the United States for the past 10 years
would not average 2 percent on the book value of the capital.
What has the Senator to say about that?

Mr. MURRAY. I have no quarrel with the Senator's

contention in that regard, except that I maintain that the
prosperity of 1937 was created by Government spending,
and that it was the duty of the corporations to restrain
themselves from attempting to make excessive profits to

store away in their treasuries out of Government spending;-

that they should have waited for normal times to return;
that the situation was an abnormal one, and it was the duty
of the corporations to cooperate with the Government and
keep the money In circulation by giving lower prices to the
consumers and higher wages to the workers and smaller
earnings to themselves until the country was in a position
to resume normal production and go ahead with prosperity.

Mr, BAILEY. The Senator will agree that the corpora-
tions did pay higher wages to the workers.

Mr. MURRAY. They did.

Mr. BAILEY. And the Senator will agree that they did
pay very much higher faxes, a greater volume of taxes.

Mr. MURRAY. Yes; they did.

Mr. BAILEY. Higher wages to the workers and higher
taxes to the Government would almost necessarily predicate

a rise in retail prices, would they not, if taxes and wages.

come out of the prices of commodities?
Mr. MURRAY. Not necessarily. With the advances in
technological improvements some of the corporations were
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able even to pay the higher taxes and the higher wages and
still make higher profits.

Mr. BAILEY. Yes; but the matter comes down to this:
Notwithstanding all the improvements, a certain number of
the corporations made 10 percent and a fraction in 1936
and 10 percent and a fraction in 1937; but the average for
the 10 years was less than 2 percent. The Senator would
not say that when a man who had been making only 2 per-
cent for 6 or 8 years found that after all that time there
was a tide of business it was wrong to get his profit up to 10
percent, He would have to have some sort of level, and cer-
tainly 2 percent is not a fair base.

Mr. MURRAY. If these were normal times I should not
quarrel with the Senator, but the corporations had no right
to bring 1936 and 1937 irito the period of 10 years to which
the Senator refers for the purpose of estimating the earn-
ings they should have. The condition was an abnormal one.
The Government was spending enormous sums of money for
the purpose of putting people back to work and stimulating
industry. The industries should have recognized the situa-
tion as an unusual and an abnormal one and should have
been satisfied with lower prices and should have cooperated
with the Government in putting men to work. They could
have done that by restraining themselves from raising their
prices.

The Brookings Institution has made a study of this sub-
ject and has arrived at the conclusion that the royal road
to prosperity in this country is for the corporations to allow
wages to be raised without raising prices, and that in that
way, and only in that way, are we going to have prosperity
in the country. We have to spread purchasing power. We
have to get the money out in the hands of the people and
enable them to buy the things the manufacturers are making.
Some of the big manufacturers of the country are beginning
to realize that they will not succeed by exploiting labor; that
their success will be brought about by improving the condi-
tion of labor, and increasing its wages, and putting its mem-
bers in a position where they can buy things, and not by
attempting to hold down their wages.

Mr. BAILEY. What interested me was that we had the
increase in wages; the Senator agrees to that; we had the
increase in employment; the Senator agrees to that; but in
the midst of the increase in wages and the increase in
employment we had the most precipitate slump in the history
of the country.

Mr. MURRAY. Yes; we did.

Mr. BAILEY. Now the Senator says that the great in-
crease in employment and increase in wages and sales and
some profits was due to public spending.

Mr. MURRAY. Yes.

Mr. BAILEY. The public spending is just as great now
as it was last year at this time. How does the Senator
reconcile that simple fact with his theory?

Mr. MURRAY. The Senator says public spending is as
great now as it was at that time?

Mr. BAILEY. It is greater. We are spending more per
month now than we were spending last year at this time.
If public spending would make prosperity, we should still
have prosperity.

Mr. MURRAY. The trouble is that when the downward
spiral is once started, it requires a long-time effort to get it
back in line again. The corporations should not have al-
lowed the drop to come. As I say, by putting up their
prices, and creating a fear of inflation in the country, they
encouraged the consumers to fill their inventories and over-
stock themselves: and then, when inventories were completely
filled up, the corporations immediately began to lay off
men. Take the case of General Motors: I forget how many
thousands of men they laid off at one fime. In my State
of Montana, miners were laid off by the thousands. The
corporations did not attempt to carry on as they did in 1929
by waiting to “get around the corner,” but they immediately
Jaid off their employees, and of course that immediately
precipitated a recession.

Mr. BAILEY. I should explain to the Senator that they
probably did not repeat that effort, and wait as they did in
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1929 to “get around the corner,” because in 1929 they dis-
covered that the corner was not anywhere near.

Mr. MURRAY. That is true.

Mr. BAILEY. Very well. Now let us go back fo the prop-
osition. Let us take a definite case.

What we call gray goods in the textile industry, produced
in my section of the country, were selling last August at 6%
or T cents a yard; but the mills were making, after all, only
315 percent on the total turn-over, the whole volume. Three
and a half percent on the whole volume of sales would not
account for any great profit or any great increase of prices.

Mr. MURRAY. No.

Mr. BAILEY. I think the Senator will agree to that.

Mr. MURRAY. I think the textile industry is in a class
by itself.

Mr. BAILEY. We may take it as typical. All of them
have fallen together. They are down about 35 or 40 percent.
Steel is down even more.

Mr. MURRAY. But the textile industry immediately re-
duced its prices, whereas the steel industry and the alumi-
num industry and the copper industry and the others did
not do that.

Mr, BAILEY. Steel is down 50 percent. It is down from
$22 to $11, and still it is not selling. That is just my point.
Gray goods are down from 6% to 4 cents, and still they are
not moving. That is just the point.

I want to get just one fact before the Senator. There is
the reduction in prices. The expenditures by the Govern-
ment are as high as ever. In view of that condition, how
can the Senator say that our trouble is either with prices or
that there is a failure of expenditures? Shall we not have
to find another remedy for our difficulties?

Mr. MURRAY. I should not say that the expenditures are
as high as ever.

Mr. BAILEY. Let me say to the Senator that that state-
ment has been repeatedly put in the Recorp. It was put in
by the Senator from Virginia, and has not been challenged.

Mr. MURRAY. The statement had reference to W. P. A,
but not to P. W. A. That was entirely discontinued. In ad-
dition to that, certain deflationary forces were put into op-
eration by the Government at the time the boom was de-
veloping, because it was felt that we were getting into a
runaway boom, and the Government raised the discount
rate, and made other regulations, as well as sterilizing gold,
which tended to hold down the boom,

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator is taking the view at this
point, then, that perhaps the precipitate slump was due to
the action of the administration authorities, first in steriliz-
ing gold, and second in increasing the reserve rate. I do not
take that view, but I should like to know if the Senator does.

Mr. MURRAY. I do not take the view that the Govern-
ment did those things for the purpose of creating a recession,
but it did them for the purpose of preventing a runaway
boom. Prices were going up, and people throughout the
ctl)_iuntry had been complaining about the rapidly advancing
prices.

Mr. BATLEY. Was it not said at the time that it meant
g t;itie; of commodity prices, specifically from the Senator’s

Mr. MURRAY, Yes.

Mr. BATLEY. Is the Senator going to take the view that
this sudden and surprising collapse was brought on by the
action of the Federal Reserve Board?

Mr. MURRAY. That contributed to it.

Mr. BATLEY. The Senator thinks it did have some effect?

Mr. MURRAY. I think it had a contributing effect. The
laying off of thousands of men throughout the country, the
cessation in buying, and the Government’s action, all com-
bined, I think, to bring on the condition.

Mr, BAILEY. I wish to be fair about it; I do not think
those actions had anything to do with the depression in
prices or in bringing about the recession. There is a general
impression that there was a psychological effect, and I can-
not judge about that. But let me call the Senator’s atten-
tion to one other fact. When the Federal Reserve ratio was
lifted we still had extra reserves of $875,000,000. According
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to all calculations, that was ample. But the significant fact
is that those reserves continued to increase, and when the
depression struck last September, they had increased to a
billion and a half, so the trouble could not have been in the
want of reserves.

As to the gold, gold was sterilized by nonnegotiable notes
instead of issuing currency for the gold. That has had
precisely the same effect. It prevented the reserves from
rising to from two to three billion dollars. But if we were
not using $1,600,000,000, what use did we have for the other?
I am thinking that as a matter of fact there may have been
some psychological effect, but there was no substantial effect,
and I am not inclined to think any mistake was made, except
in the little matter of a gesture. I do not believe that
brought on the depression, however.

Mr. MURRAY. I do not think it did either. I think it
was more psychological, as the Senator has stated.

Mr. BAILEY. I greatly appreciate the Senator’s courtesy
in yielding, and I do not want to take his time, but since
this subject has been brought up, I should like to say that
the recession is here because we are depending upon public
spending, and we are bound to have a depression so long as
we do. There is nothing substantial in it, there is no energy
in it, there is no vitality in it, and I should like to see our
country get out of it, and see us going in the direction of
American enterprise and American investment, and away
from this artificial attitude.

Mr. MURRAY. I do not believe anyone will disagree with
the Senator on that point. I think we all feel the same way
about it. The Government spending .is not intended as a
permanent matter, of course, in order to keep industry
going. It is merely to stimulate industry up to the point
where men may be put back to work again. Industry was
supposed to take hold from that point on, but it failed to
do so.

Mr. BAILEY. That is just the point; it was intended to
stimulate, and when it ceases to stimulate, why continue it?
That is the point.

Mr. MURRAY. Business has just neglected to carry out
its function. Industries have started the physchology of
fear and uncertainty in the country, and they are spending
millions of dollars to spread across the Nation the idea
that the country is in danger, that something is wrong with
the present administration, that our form of government is
to be changed, and so forth. We cannot pick up a news-
paper in the United States without reading propaganda
designed to discredit the present administration.- Most of
these criticisms are designed and intended only for the
purpose of belittling the present administration, and mak-
ing it appear that its efforts have been a failure.

Mr. BAILEY. The Senator may be perfectly correct in his
opinion as to the motives of others. The men to whom the
Senator refers may be spending millions of dollars by way
of some sort of propaganda; but I am not spending any money
in doing that, I am not carrying on any propaganda. I
am satisfied that this country is in danger. I am not blam-
ing that in a political way against anyone. I am terribly
distressed about it.

The trouble is that the American Government, by its Con-
gress, is spending by the billions money which we do not
have and cannot raise, and any government that does that
for 8 years in succession is in the gravest sort of danger. I
am terribly alarmed, and I am going to let my alarm be
made known. I do not like to be an alarmist, but when a
man is alarmed he has the right to express his alarm, and to
give his views.

Mr. MURRAY. I may say to the Senator, in answer to
his remarks, that we had before our committee some of the
ablest industrial leaders of the country, some of the smart-
est businessmen of the country-

Mr. BAILEY. And I read what the Senator said about
them. He said he was amazed at the paucity of their ideas.
Is that correct?

Mr., MURRAY. That is correct. They said that they
knew of no reason whatever for this depression, that they
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were completely surprised at the depression, and had abso-
lutely nothing to offer to bring about a recovery.

Mr., BAILEY. I am not going to trouble the Senator fur-
ther, but that brings up just one thought. Sometimes the
best thing one can offer is a negative. When one is taking
the wrong medicine, the man who comes and tells him to
take no medicine at all is probably his best friend. If the
Government is depending upon public spending, and is going
to criticize business because the public spending does not
produce prosperity, and that in light of the fact that in
the whole history of the world public spending has never
produced prosperity, but always produced the opposite, then
the time has come when someone should say that perhaps
the remedy lies in stopping the public spending, quitting the
competition with business, and saying to business, “Now, we
depend on you,” as the President said in his message the
other day, “We will give you a free hand.”

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if the Senator from Montana
will yield to me a moment, I should like to ask the Senator
from North Carolina a question. The remarks he just made
provoke it. Would the Senator from North Carolina say to
the people of the country now, at this time, that he would be
willing to accept the responsibility of discontinuing all public
spending today?

Mr. BAILEY. Is the Senator ready for an answer?

Mr. HATCH. Yes.

Mr. BAILEY. I am glad to state my views. If I had the
power, I would tell the American people tomorrow that this
Government would see to it that no one suffered, that we
were not going to have starvation, we were not going to have
misery, that we would spend enough relief money to accom-
plish that purpose, but that beyond that the Government
would cut down its expenses, reduce taxes, and balance its
Budget, and give American enterprise the chance which it
must have before we can judge it adversely. That is plain
enough, I believe.

Mr. HATCH. It is plain enough, I may say to the Senator
from North Carolina, to indicate to my mind that he does not
mean what he says when he states he would discontinue
public spending.

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator from North Carolina did not
say that.

Mr. BAILEY. I should like to make it perfectly plain. I
would not spend a dollar on what is called “public works.”

Mr. MURRAY, Why not?

Mr. BAILEY. Wholly because that is the artificial means
of doing that which can be done successfully only by the real
and substantial means, and the further we go with it the
worse off we will be. We may tide ourselves over 6 months,
but we have to build a prosperity that will last for years.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator from Mon-
tana yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

Mr. BYRNES. As I understood the Senator from North
Carolina, he did not make the statement as the Senator from
New Mexico understood it. I think the Senator from North
Carolina stated that he would spend enough money to see to
it that not one person in this land was hungry.

Mr. HATCH. That is what I said the Senator said. The
Senator from North Carolina, and every other man who
speaks on this floor and condemns this program, if faced with
the issue, would say that public spending must continue.

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, if the Senator from Mon-
tana will yield again, I should like to ask the Senator from
North Carolina a question. If we spend enough money to
insure that no person in this country goes hungry, how can we
balance the Budget?

Mr. BAILEY. I think we can balance the Budget even
with that. I am sorry to take the time of the Senator, but
if he will allow me I will attempt to answer.

Mr. MURRAY. I yield; but I should like to complete my
remarks.

Mr. BAILEY. We do not have to spend ten or eleven hil-
lion dellars a year, as we are now spending, and no one will
seriously contend that we have to. We do not have to spend
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$2,250 000,000 a year to keep people from starving. The evi-
dence is that we are spending at the rate of a thousand
dollars a year for each man on relief. That is $82 a month.
We do not even have to do that. We are wasting a great deal
of money. We do not have to spend for public works; we
do not have to build great and useless nonprofit making insti-
tutions; we do not have to compete with private enterprise.
Now I come down to the root of the matter. We do have to
provide against the possibility of men, women, and children
suffering in this country.

If we get down to that basis, and if we put the administra-
tion of the Government on an economical basis, we can per-
haps bring expenditures within the tax revenue, which I
judge to be six billion to six and a half billion dollars, accord-
ing to the estimates for this year. I hope the estimates will
not exceed those figures.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, I ask the Senator
from North Carolina whether in his opinion it should be done
by direct relief of by work relief?

Mr. BAILEY. I think we are going to be obliged to have
some of both. I think in all probability the so-called direct
relief ought to be handled by the States, and in cases where
the States are unable to provide the funds, the administra-
tion of relief might be handled through the States.

With respect to work relief, if some work projects can he
found which are noncompetitive and are inexpensive and
require a small amount of outlay for the raw material used,
it would be better to have the work relief, because a little
work is better than no work at all. But wait, Senators.
There is no use to make work. The made work in this coun-
try is doing the country a great amount of harm. It is better
to have men idle than to fake a lot of work. Have I made
myself clear to the Senator about that? I should not go
fully one way or the other with respect to methods. How-
ever, I would put the whole of Government relief and the
whole Government scheme with respect to the thing on such
a basis as to assure the American people that, after 9 long
years, we are making steady progress in the direction of a
balance of the Budget of the Government, upon which the
credit of every one of us depends.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Mr. President, let me say to
the Senator from North Carolina that my impression,
throughout the period of time I have been in the Senate, and
up until last year, when the matter of relief came up last
spring, was that money could be saved, that we could get by
with smaller appropriations for direct relief, or could turn it
over to the States and have them administer it; but the
figures simply do not bear that out. I will say frankly that
for the first couple of years I was in the Senate I thought
the Works Progress Administration was a very extravagant
way of handling the maftter. I do not know whether the
Senator remembers that when this matter was last before
the Senate for consideration I presented figures which
seemed to show that it would be very much cheaper, so far
as administrative costs of direct relief were concerned,
simply to have the States distribute money than to have
work done and require the purchase of materials, and yet it
was found that administrative costs of the States not only
were not decreasing as the result of their experience, but
were increasing, and they were almost four times what the
administrative cost of W. P. A. is and has been.

Mr. BAILEY. That may be so. I am not holding a brief
for State administration. I am not arguing that point. I
said distinetly that I thought the direct relief might be ad-
ministered by the States and through the States. The other
relief, the overload—and we are carrying that only to the
extent of 3,000,000 out of 12,000,000 unemployed—might well
be carried by the Federal Government. I am not objecting
on that point. Let me call the Senator’s attention to the
pending joint resolution. We are discussing relief. If the
Senator will read through the joint resolution he will find
that millions upon millions of dollars are diverted from re-
lief into the Departments, and with no view whatever of tak-
ing care of the suffering men and women. Has the Senator
read the measure?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes; I have read it.
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Mr. BAILEY. Will the Senator agree with me about that?

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. Yes; I will agree with the Sen-
ator about that. But perhaps this is not an answer to the
question.

Mr. BAILEY. Seventy-five million dollars is provided for
the Youth Administration.

Mr. SCHWELLENBACH. I happen to know something
about that.

Mr. BAILEY. I am not objecting to it, but I am saying
that the joint resolution is not wholly a relief measure.

Mr. BYRNES. The Senator will agree that the money
provided for the Youth Administration is given only to young
men whose families are recipients of relief.

Mr. BAILEY. I am not denying that at all. I am not
saying that that is not a good thing. I am not saying that
it would not be a good thing for the United States Govern-
ment to send every man, woman, and child in the country
to some college or university; but I am saying that that is
not relief for suffering people. That is not preventing priva-
tion.

Listen, Senators. We give the Treasury Department $18,-
000,000. We give the Department of Commerce $325,000,000.
We give the Procurement Division $5,500,000. We give the
Department of Justice $1,714,000.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am sorry to interrupt the
Senator, but I should like to proceed with my statement.

Mr. BAILEY. I thank the Senator for having yielded to
me. I will not interrupt him further. However, if there is
such need to take care of the people of this country and
prevent suffering, why are we diverting this money into the
administrative Departments, which do not relieve anyone?

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY. 1 yield.

Mr. BYRNES. Of course, the Senator knows that when
an amount is appropriated to the Treasury it is appropviated
for the purpose of checking and keeping the accounts of the
expending Department, and so forth. No Senator weculd urge
that the relief money should be spent without some money
being provided for administrative purposes: in the case of
the Treasury, for the drawing of checks and keeping ac-
counts; in the case of the Procurement Division, for buying
the materials that are used in many instances.

Mr. BAILEY. But the Senator will agree that the appro-
priations to these Departments are in addition to the 5
percent of the total sum allowed for administration, and
the 5 percent is $70,000,000. Is that not enough to admin-
ister the work and keep the books?

Mr. BYRNES. Mr. President, the Senator knows, I am
sure, that the books are kept in the Treasury.

Mr. BAILEY. Why should not a portion of that 5 percent
allowed for administration be used in the Treasury Depart-
ment, and thus save the money allotted to the Department
in the bill?

Mr. BYRNES. Because 5 percent is put as a ceiling upon
administrative expenses of W. P. A. From the beginning
it was determined that it would be wise accounting pro-
cedure to have the work handled through one organization
in the Treasury. It was the unanimous opinion of the
subcommittee which heard the controversy that in innumer-
able instances money has been saved by reason of the
wonderful organization which the Treasury has developed.
Checking the accounts with the individual workers through-
out the Nation is a tremendous fask. Unlike P. W. A,
under which the Government does business with the con-
tractor, in W. P. A. the Government does business with
the individual, and in checking the expenditures to see that
there was no duplication of distribution, in quite a large
number of cases it was found that through error there was
a duplication in the payment of checks. The expenditure
of money in the manner to which the Senator refers is
a wise expenditure, and has saved millions of dollars to the
Treasury.

Mr. BAILEY. Would not the Senator agree with me that
these extra expenses might be taken out of the 5 percent
instead of providing for them on top of the 5 percent? Is
not $70,000,000 enough to administer the expenditure of
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this money, and for the bookkeeping, and the inspection,
and anything else that may be needed in connection with
it? If so, we would save $5,000,000 to prevent suffering in
America.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I submit that the record
of these hearings absolutely and conclusively establishes the
success of the Government’s spending program. It conclu-
sively proves that, as a resuit of the Government spending,
prosperity was returning by leaps and bounds, and would
hayve continued had it not been for the failure of industry to
exercise sound economic judgment and moderation in the
matter of prices. It seems clear from the record, and I think
it is now admitted by most of the leading economists of the
country that the present recession is chargeable primarily
to this failure of industry to exercise restraint in its quest for
profits. ‘That is the simple, unvarnished truth.

Even Leonard P. Ayres, the well-known economist-banker
of Cleveland, Ohio, a spokesman for the financial interests
who certainly is not biased in this matter, concedes that it
was the unbalanced price situation which caused the reces-
sion. He said (p. 354, Unemployment and relief hearings):

In 1936 and in the early part of 1937 business was active and,
in the main, increasingly so. Prices were advancing rapidly.
Businessmen increased their inventories; and, in view of the sus-
taining demand for the goods that they made, or in which they
dealt, they made commitments further ahead than they normally
had made, or would make. Probably it is true that they were
actuated in doing this by the strong demand which, perhaps, was
in no small degree accentuated by the large bonus payments.

Again, he said:

Last spring there were many warnings about prices rising too
far and too fast.

It appears that when these inventories were filled, business
began to drop off, and pretty soon there was a sharp and sud-
den curtailment in production. Unemployment began to
develop.

A recession thus started has cumulative effects. Men
thrown out of work buy less and hence cause trade and in-
dustry to produce and sell still less; and this, in turn, throws
more men out of work, and so on. The undisputed fact is
that industry had been overanxious for profit and simply
priced itself out of business and the country into a recession.
It failed to cooperate in the national program of recovery,
thereby contributing to its own distress and injury, as well
as bringing renewed misery to the country in the way of
increased unemployment.

There seems to be general agreement by economists that lack
of purchasing power among the masses of the people is due
to excessive prices to consumers and low earnings of workers
and preducers. Our system of mass production can be main-
tained only by balancing it with mass purchasing power in
the hands of the people. When prices of commodities get
out of balance with the earning power of the people we have
depressions.

So we find that as a result of the folly of industry, and
its anxiety for profits, we are in the throes of another seri-
ous unemployment crisis. Never before in our national his-
tory have we had to face unemployment conditions of such
duration and magnitude as we have been experiencing since
1929. The misery and the destitution of unemployment,
once the concern of a few, now worry the Nation. Concerns
that were once relegated to a few philanthropists are now
bedeviling every public servant, every taxpayer, and every
sober-minded citizen of the country.

This is no time for name calling. Bitter attacks on either
side of the controversy serve no purpose, and settle none
of our serious national problems. They have become tire-
some and irritating to intelligent citizens who have regard
for the seriousness of the situation confronting the country.
Confidence in the Government, in Congress, and in Ameri-
can institutions is not encouraged by this vulgar competition
in rough phrases. I have no patience with persons who
bitterly assail President Roosevelt and attempt to deceive
and befuddle the minds of the people. The truth of the
matter is that the program of President Roosevelt for
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economic Teform has saved our capitalistic system thus
far, and in saving capitalism it has saved demoecracy.

The problem of unemployment which confronts the Na-
tion today, and which resuits from the evils I have discussed,
must be intelligently considered and solved if our economic
system is to continue. There are no new frontiers in the
Nation to open up. There is no new land for the homeless
and the unemployed. The new frontier today is at the door
of every home in the Nation. The problem is: Can the
ordinary American rediscover opportunity in our new pat-
tern of life? That is the problem which must be solved, and
I believe it must be solved by the business leaders of the
country. The people, as workers and consumers, cannot
solve it unaided. If we are to mainfain our capitalistic sys-
tem, the business and industrial leaders of the Nation must
end this dishonest and indefensible attitude and go to work
with the administration before it is too late.

Many of our most intelligent businessmen have already
recognized these self-evident truths. A number of them
appeared before our commitiee and candidly acknowledged
the lack of reason and justice in the assaults on the admin-
istration. In previous hard times, industry expected the
less fortunate to tighten their belts and go through the
wringer; but now it is found that men will no longer starve
quietly, and that the old leadership means both colossal
taxes and possible social upheaval. It is now clearly dawn-
ing on the people of the country that markets for goods
must be created by raising the living standards and the con-
suming power of the population, by raising up the sub-
merged portion of our population, the ill-fed, ill-housed, and
ill-clothed. Industry must come to realize that it can be
saved only by benefiting and improving the condition of
the workers, and not by exploiting them. There is no profit
in production if there is no market in which to sell. Thus,
a fair division of the profits of industry is not merely a
humanitarian proposition, but it is necessary in order to
assure any profits at all, s

What we need now is cooperation of all the groups which
make up our economic system. If is to be hoped that busi-
nessmen as a class will use their best brains in the interest
of society as a whole. Unless we can provide the people of
the country with increased means to buy the things they
need, our mass-production system must fail.

In the face of these indisputable faets, there is absolutely
no basis for the contention that the Government made a
failure of its pump-priming theory. As a result of the con-
ditions which have developed, and which are rapidly grow-
ing worse, it becomes necessary again to resume public
spending. The recovery measure before the Senate is the
only solution of our difficulties. It is the only manner in
which industry can again be stimulated. The only criticism
that can be offered is that we have delayed a trifle long in
presenting it.

The necessity for priming the pump of business through
public spending rests upon the tragic fact that once the
spiral of declining business is set in motion, either by acci-
dental factors or by the deliberate greed for profit, there is
no force strong enough to arrest the movement of recession
except the active intervention of the Government. When,
as al present, we cannot rely upon the fall in wages, in
prices, and in interest rates to encourage private invesi-
ment; when the decline in business activity itself creates
such a surplus of productive capacity, and inventories pile
up through the failure of demand, it is futile to hope that
automatic forces will stop the decline and initiate a move=
ment for recovery.

When such a situation arises, the Government must do
what private business has failed to do. It must put pur-
chasing power into circulation and thereby simultaneously
lift the level of production, and create possibilities for new
private investment. When a sufficient reemployment of the
existing industrial capacity has been achieved, private orders
for replacement and new investment will start up again,
and the need for Government intervention will diminish.
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Critics of the spending program love to dwell upon the
unbearable and crushing burden of the public debt which
this program is laying upon our children and upon our chil-
dren’s children, The persons making this argument are
quite willing to incur a large public debt burden for purposes
which they approve. They weep for the children only when
the Government spending is directed to the general welfare
of the people as a whole rather than for their own private
benefit. The men who deplore Government spending are
those who were in the forefront of the war enthusiasm, and
who in the Liberty loan campaigns cried, “Give till it hurts.”
They saw no danger then. They did not view with alarm
the increase in the Government debt from one billion to
twenty-six billion dollars, with the consequent increase in the
interest charges from $23,000,000 to well over a billion dollars.
Thus, Mr. Aldrich’s testimony before the Senate Committee
on Unemployment and Relief indicated that he approved of
increasing armament expenditures even if they made Budget
balancing more difficult.

In almost every attack upon the Government spending
program, as well as in every attack upon the New Deal ad-
ministration and its achievements, the critics play up prom-
inently the increase in the debt from its low point of $16,-
000,000,000 in 1930 to its present gross total of some $37,000,-
000,000. These critics conveniently forget that the debt had
already risen to $21,000,000 by March 1933.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MURRAY. I yield.

. Mr, MINTON. The first $16,000,000,000 of the $21,000,-
000,000 was a hang-over from the World War.

Mr. MURRAY. Yes.

Mr. MINTON. The next $5,000,000,000 was $5,000,000,000
which Mr. Hoover spent to drive us further into the depres-
sion, and for which we got nothing.

Mr. MURRAY. Yes; the Senator is absolutely correct.
The increase of $5,000,000,000 incurred during the Hoover
administration was almost exclusively devoted to the bailing-
out of racketeering securities bankers. The critics also for-
get that against the increase of sixteen and six-tenths billion
dollars from March 4, 1933, to March 31, 1938, we must offset
the increase in Treasury assets, which increase amounts to
almost $7,000,000,000. Moreover, of these $7,000,000,000,
$5,000,000,000 are in cash or in the equivalent of cash, $2,-
000,000,000 in the Exchange Stabilization Fund, and $3,000,-
000,000 in the general fund. The remaining $2,000,000,000
are invested in securities held by the R. F. C. and its aliied
Government agencies. Thus, the net increase in the Gov-
ernment debt is only nine and seven-tenths billion dollars.
Of this amount, however, one and seven-tenths billion dol-
lars went for the prepayment of the soldiers’ bonus, a lia-
bility recognized by Congress in 1921. If we subtract this
sum, the net increase in debt incurred by the Roosevelt pro-
gram of spending for relief and recovery is $8,000,000,000.

What did we accomplish with the $8,000,000,000? First
and most important, we achieved maintenance of democracy;
we restored the confidence of our people in their form of
government. Second, we conserved the physical and spir-
itual welfare of our people. Third, we enriched our environ-
ment with vast public improvements, such as roads, bridges,
sewers, schools, hospitals, recreation facilities, and the like.
Fourth, we brought about the recovery in our national
income.

Since our debt has not been incurred wastefully, but has
been wisely invested in public improvements and in the
conservation of our most precious asset, our human re-
sources; since the debt increase has been accompanied by
the working out of a rational tax policy; and since the debt
burden is by all standards and comparisons a very moderate
one, what is there left to weep about for our children and
our children’s children? The great point to remember is
that we have given our children a country salvaged from
ruin, a house that has been put in order. If, by some occult
manipulation, we could consult the opinion of our children
30 years hence, and if we could ask them which they would
prefer—a debtless government and a counfry in ruins, or a
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government in moderate debt and a country restored
through wise governmental investment—does anybody doubt
what their answer would be?

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp a letter written to the Presi-
dent by Amos Pinchot, attorney at law, with relation to the
pump-priming bill.

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be
printed in the IiEcorp, as follows:

New York Ciry, May 17, 1938.
The Honorable FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT,
The White House, Washington, D. C.

My DeArR MR. PRESIDENT: When the American colonists revolted
against the tyranny of the British Crown, it was Edmund Burke
who said that the struggle for Anglo-Saxon libserty has always
been fought on the battlefleld of taxation. And the man who
controls the money that is taken from the people in taxes is, in
effect, a dictator—no matter what office he may hold, and irrespec-
tive of the form of government.

On the 9th day of May, a bill was Introduced in the House
of Representatives, appropriating over three billions for relief and
pump priming. And, by a last-minute amendment inserted in
pencil by Chairman TAYLOR, after a conference with you at the
White House, the spending of this stupendous sum was made
“subject to the approval of the President.”

The passage of the bill in the House, on May 12, raises a very
great and immediate issue. For, if this bill becomes a law, in its
present form, without proper limitation upon your authority to
allot and spend, it will, in all likelihood, clothe you with much
of the power over the country’s political and economic life, which
you would have gained had the court-packing bill, the Black-
Connery so-called wage and hour bill, and the executive reor-
ganization bill all been placed on the statute books.

Your bill, Mr. President, embodying your big spending and
pump-priming program, is an extremely bad bill—worse even
than the other power-seeking measures you have urged on Con-
gress. It will neither bring recovery, nor reduce unemployment.
It is clearly a scheme to restore White House power by buying
support in the coming elections. And, if passed, it will go far
toward liquidating our two-party system of government by putting
a faction of one party, dominated by one man, in control of the
United States. The bill should be fought by every American who
loves his country and honestly believes in democratic institutions.

RECOUPING BY WAR OR SPENDING?

Mr. President, when a nation gets Into deep waters, and the
people grow cold to its political leadership, there are two stan-
dard methods which, all through history, leaders have used to
restore their prestige and make the people forget their trouble.
One is to produce a war, or a war scare—as was done by Caesar,
Mussolini, and many other resourceful rulers. The other is to
spend huge sums and make the electorate dependent on and
beholden to the Government. Sometimes both methods are
used at once.

After, it must be conceded, grievous provocations and
slons on the part of Japan, you made at Chicago, on the 5th
of October, a remarkable speech—indeed a speech unparalleled
by that of any other President—in which you asked that a
nation not at war with us should be “guarantined,” as a carrier
of disease. And since that time administration bureaucrats and
diplomats, responsive to you have been rattling the saber at
short intervals and courageously offering to save the country by
throwing the American people into the breach.

In January, as has been noted too briefly in the press, a secret
meeting of about 50 persons took place in New York City. At
this meeting were represented the General Staff, the War Depart-
ment, the State and Navy Departments, the press, business, and
public relations. And a discussion took place covering the dis-
position of the American and British Navies in a war with Japan,
the methods to be used and the time it would take to inflame war
spirit in this country, and the way to silence the opponents
ofr war and to take critics of war, like Mr. Boake Carter, off the
air,

On February 24, the May war-power bill was Introduced in
Congress, a bill which would create a complete Presidential dic-
tatorship the moment war is declared. The May hill has been
referred to by Carter as the bill to abolish American
democracy.

But despite continued threats and growlings from Washing-
ton, including recent remarks of our Ambassador to Great Britain
and Secretary of War Woodring, the effort to whip the country
into a hate lather has, up to now, had little success for three
reasons.

First, our newspapers, realizing that, after all, it s a serious
business to expose our people to the horrors of modern warfare,
have behaved with magnificent restraint and patriotism. Second,
Japan ceased her aggressions and apologized. And, in the third
place, China, getting her second wind, plus an increased supply
of munitions from other nations, has turned the tables on
Japan.

To restore the prestige and power of the New Deal adminis-
tration, there remains the second alternative, that of enormous
and rapid spending. And this is embodied in the pump-prim=
ing bill now before Congress.
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BRELIEF ADMINISTRATION

As to that part of your program which deals with relief for
the unemployed, it will meet with little opposition. I think the
country is united in demanding that they shall be looked after
until they can find jobs in private industry. And surely it
should be united in demanding that, in the administration of
relief, the Government shall maintain a high sense of respon-
sibility.

mnir. Mr President, is too serious and, I may say, sacred a
matter to be exploited by politicians, or used to violate a citizen’s
right to vote as he pleases. And, if I am not mistaken, the
country's attitude toward relief spending is a simple and human
one which might be expressed in a single sentence: Millions
or, if need be, billlons for relief, but not one cent for patronage
and politics.

As to the question, raised in your message, whether we should
continue, and, more than that, expand the pump-priming pro-
gram, which for 4 years we have tried as a recovery measure,
with little success, a wide and honest difference of opinion may
exist; but on one point there is no doubt whatever. The money
appropriated by Congress for relief, or, for that matter, for
any other purpose, comes from the people. It belongs to the
people—not to the Government. The greater part of it is raised
by indirect taxes on consumers. And every cent of it should
be allocated by the people's elected representatives, and spent
with care for the purposes designated by them.

And, what is more, the actual expenditure of rellef money
should be in the hands of local, nonpartisan commissions, watched
over by Congress and composed of citizens of high character who
know the local needs and are chosen from all walks of life. This,
Mr. President, is the custom in England, where politics in rellef
is almost unknown.

But giving the President and his appointees huge sums of tax
money to dispose of as they please, and place here or there
according to party or personal advantage, is so wrong and so
unfair to those who need help, that no public servant, who is
more than a politician in the less desirable sense of that word,
should defend or tolerate it for a moment.

PUMP PRIMING AND SPENDING

So much, Mr. President, for relief, and for getting it out of
politics. Now let us consider pump priming as a general recovery
measure, And let me say right here that opposition to your
continuing your effort to pull the country out of depression by vast
borrowing and spending, and staggering tax burdens, does not
come from partisan or reactionary sources.

It comes rather from liberal and fair-minded men and women of
all classes, who have watched the course of events, and who see
that, after spending fantastic sums in a 4 years’ trial of pump
priming—billions upon billions taken mainly from the public's
pocket in taxes on the necessities and simple luxuries of life—
production is still stagnant, unemployment is rapidly increasing,
and the country is in many respects worse off than when pump
priming began.

On Sunday, May 8, in a radio broadcast, Mr. Harry L. Hopkins,
Works Progress Administrator, defended pump priming, and said
that we should continue it in the future because it has proved
successful in the past. Mr. President, let us see just what kind of
a success it has been—and for whom? And, to answer this ques-
tion, let us consult the testimony of leaders in your administration
and of Mr. Hopkins, himself.

Let us first see what your pump-priming policy has done for the
youth of America. During the hearings held early in May, before
the House Appropriations Committee, Mr. Aubrey Williams, head of
the National Youth Administration, estimated that 7,000,000 people
between 16 and 25 years of age are today unemployed and neither
in colleges nor schools. How shall we visualize this immense and
unfortunate army of young people, who are denied opportunity in
a country that is held in depression, while almost every other
democracy in the world has made a real recovery and is now,
economically speaking, in 8 normal or better than normal condi-
tion?

Mr. President, if, from a grandstand erected on Pennsylvania
Avenue in front of the White House, you were to review a parade
of these jobless young Americans, it would take them over 3
months to pass, marching from dawn to dark in ordinary military
formation. Yet, while our new depression tragically keeps them
from either making a living for themselves or helping their
families, Mr. Hopkins serenely announces that we have done sa
well under pump priming and big spending that we should go on
with it on a larger scale than ever.

And how about agriculture? At the same hearings, Secretary
Wallace predicted that our total farm income for the year 1938
would drop to 10 percent below that of 1837, i. e., to $7,700,000,-
000. And this sum includes benefits from the Government. Our
average predepression farm income was approximately $12,000,-
000,000, And, in bolstering Mr. Wallace's appeal for more money
to spend, Mr. Milo Perkins, assistant head of the Farm Security
Administration, said that 360,000 farm familles are today bank-
rupt and in need of immediate aid.

Bince 1929, our farmers have been short $32,000,000,000 in their
normal income. Producers of other basic commodities, lead, zine,
copper, etc.,, whose prices are largely governed by the same mone-
tary forces, have had an additional shortage of $15,000,000,000, a
total deficit of income and purchasing power of $47,000,000,000,
Among these producers, representing almost half our population,
is much of the lost buying power that has caused unemployment.

Meanwhile, Becretary of the Interlor Ickes asks for a billion
dollars to spend on 7,000 public-works projects, for the most part
nonproductive, to say nothing of the projects which will be
started by Mr. Hopkins through the W. P. A. Mr. President,
is putting Government into competition with private industry
for falr.

It is perhaps the longest step toward collectivism, and a totali-
tarian know-all and do-all state, that has been made by any
modern nation with the exception of Soviet Russia. Yet this
grandiose and costly excursion into socialism will concededly give
work to but a small fraction of the unemployed, who would
soon be put to work in private industry if confidence and a
fair chance to make a profit were present.

In the same hearings Mr. Daniel W. Bell, Acting Director of
the Budget, said that, while the Government had previously esti-
mated that the deficit for the coming fiscal year would reach
£950,000,000, your present program will ralse it to at least $3,720,-
000,000. In other words, under your big spending and pump-
priming policy, the Government's calculations have as usual gone
wrong, this time to the tune of two billlons and three-quarters.
And informed people have expressed the opinion that, before the
year’s close, your program will bring the deficit to the incredible
sum of $8,000,000,000. !

Meanwhilé, Hr, Hopkins predicts that W. P. A. alone must take
care of 3,000,000 people this winter, an increase over present
figures of almost half a million, He calls attention to the fact
that our national income has dropped “from a rate of $68,000,000,-
000 (last year) to $56,000,000,000 (this year),” our 1829 national
income being eighty and three-guarters billions,

FACTS FROM LABOR

Leaving the testimony of administration leaders, let us turn to
organized labor.

On May 2 Mr. William Green, president of the American Federa-
tion of Labor, stated, .before the same congressional committee,
that 3,700,000 industrial workers have lost their jobs in the last 7
months. And Mr. John L. Lewis, chairman of the Committee for
Industrial Organization, said, in a broadcast to British labor. on
March 15, that in the 5 years of pump priming your adminis-
tration has spent twenty-two billions in subsidies to industry,
agriculture, and finance, and seven billlons for work and direct
relief. Said Mr. Lewis:

“Thirteen milllon Americans are now unemployed. Their num-
bers are steadily increasing, as the Nation drifts with terrifying
and deadly sureness to the never, never realm of financial bank-
ruptcy, economic collapse, and human tragedy. * * * America
is moving in economic reverse.”

Mr.- President, the foregoing facts do not seem to establish the
claim that your big spending policy has been good for the country.
They form, on the contrary, a grave indictment of your policy.
And this indictment is not brought by the allegedly hostile press,
which your spokesman, Senator MinTox, of Indiana, complains
about so much. It comes for your own appointees, and from the
heads of the two largest labor o tions in the country, one
of whom gave half a million to help elect you.

Nor can it be argued that the collapse that has attended the
application of the big-spending theory is due to any let-up in
aspending. For Treasury reports show that, from the time pump
priming began, we have spent more and more money each year.
And, but for the brief and shallow-rooted revival of 1936, which
was put to flight by the deflationary action of the Treasury and
Federal Reserve in the spring of 1937, your recovery policy, based
on big spending and pump priming, has been a complete and
tragic flop, during which we have at all times had at least half
reported unemployment in the entire world.

The Government, in the fiscal year ending—

April 1, 1933, spent $3,777,067,809.16.

April 1, 1934, spent $4,848,004,417.51.

April 1, 1935, spent $5,062,459,201.21.

April 1, 1936, spent $5,337,110,459.44,

April 1, 1937, spent $5,620,082,140.33.

April 1, 1938, spent $5,676,045,774.10.

RECOVERY IN OTHER NATIONS

Meantime, Great Britain and 20 other nations which have fol-
lowed her recovery policles—nations with a population of more
than 650,000,000 people—have avoided the pump-priming and
big-spending policy like the black plague, at the same time giving
& wide berth to the New Deal's scarcity policles, They have not
tried to reform everything—and reformed nothing. Above all,
they have refrained from whipsawing business and treating any-
one who produces wealth, employs labor, and makes a profit, as
& public nuisance or a suspect who should be turned over to the
district attorney.

Great Britain, it is true, has been laying a heavy tax of about
25 percent on the net incomes of corporations, which tax has
lately been iIncreased to meet the new armament program. But
the British Government has been shrewd enough to see that, since
it takes in the form of taxes a quarter of industry’s profits, it is
to exactly that extent indusiry's partner. Consequently, it en-
courages industry to make a profit and expand production and
employment. :

The British Empire Economic Conference, held in Ottawa in
the summer of 1932, laid down its attitude toward business in the
following words:

“The nations of the British Commonwealth should take all
steps that lie in their power to increase public confidence, espe-
cially in the field of business enterprise.”
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And so esuccessful has this policy proved, plus that of helping
agriculture by monetary adjustment, that Lord Beaverbrook lately
stated that Britain has completed "6 glorious years.,” In 1833 all
subsidies to the building industry were withdrawn, except for
limited slum-clearance projects. And even these were executed by
private business.

Yet, since 1928, about two and one-quarter millions of dwellings
have been constructed in England by private enterprise, only 20
percent of which were alded by public funds. England’'s poli-
ticlans did not merely talk about the {ll-housed. They housed
them, by encouraging private enterprise to build 10 times as many
dwellings, per capita, as we have.

Also, England and her commercial allies have kept their ex-
penditures in balance with their revenues. They have provided
adequate relief, at the same time maintaining a sound fiscal
position, not as a luxury, not as an abstract theory, but as a
.safeguard for the future. For an unimpaired national credit is a
nation's chief protection, its “Hindenburg line,” so to speak, which
its people must fall back on in time of war or in the emergency
of depression.

And the result has been that, as seen in the March reports of
the League of Natlons, Great Britain’s index of average employ-
ment for the year 1937 was 1124 as compared with 100 in 1929.
From the same source we gather that her average production
index for 1937 was 124 as against 100 in 1929. And may I point
out that, as reported by the British Government, her general
production was then so high that her rearmament program pro-
vided but a small fraction of total production and employment.

SBurely, Mr. President, it would seem worth while to question
the efficlency of pump priming, and at least to examine the
recovery policies which have served other nations so well.

MR. THOMAS CORCORAN ON PUMP PRIMING

My first close-up of the big-spending or pump-priming theory
of recovery came at an early date in yeur first term of office,
when I was a warm admirer of your administration, and of the
aspirations and policies of what was then the New Deal. It was
at that time that Mr. Thomas Corcoran, who had not reached
his present state of eminence, and was a comparatively obscure
member of your official family, asked me to meet him at the
Roosevelt Hotel in New York City.

There, Mr. Corcoran told me that a vacancy had occurred, or
was soon to occur, in the Board of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation. And he added that it had been proposed that I
should be tendered this post. He did not offer it to me, but he
inquired whether, if offered, I would be inclined to accept such
an appointment,

Business conditions were almost as bad then as they are now,
and I told Mr. Corcoran it would be difficult, if not impossible,
for me to leave New York., Also, I pointed out that it did not
seemn to me that I was fitted for such a responsibility, either by
training or experience. The conversation which ensued is one
which I shall not soon forget.

Mr. Corcoran replied that, so far as training and experience
were concerned, I need not worry. All that was required was an
obstinate man who would stand up in the meetings of the Recon-
struction Finance Board and oppose the policles of the chairman,
Mr. Jesse Jones, who, he explained, was disposing of Government
funds in a stingy fashion. And, in particular, he was refusing to
part with public money unless he believed there was a fair
chance of getting it back.

Buch a policy, Mr. Corcoran maintained, dictated as it was by
business considerations, was precisely what the situation did not
demand. He said that the right way to restore buying power and
bring recovery was to pour money into circulation in the greatest
possible quantities and at the highest possible speed. And to
illustrate his point, he remarked that the ideal thing would be
for fleets of airplanes to fiy over the country discharging money
a8 they went, so that anyone needing cash could pick it up from
the ground.

I do not know whether Mr. Corcoran desired his words to be
taken literally or merely as an illustration of his attitude toward
recovery finance. Nor is it of consequence. But, what is of con-
sequence is that, since 1934, when the spending program really
got under way, we have tried to squander ourselves out of de-
pression instead of work and produce ourselves out, with the
results which we have already noted.

When Mr. Corcoran saw that I was unable to swallow his
money-dumping theory at one sitting, he departed in haste to keep
another engagement. And the words he spoke on that evening at
the Roosevelt Hotel were the last I ever heard from the lips of
that cheerful gentleman, Mr. Tommy Corcoran, who has since
become bill drafter extraordinary and adviser plenipotentiary—as
well, I understand, as official guitar player—for that curious mix-
ture of error, energy, and ambition known as the Third New
Deal. “Lucky,” sald & French historlan, “is the ruler who has a
minister with imagination.”

PUMP PRIMING AND MR. KEYNES

Mr. President, it is a famillar saying that few of our allegedly
new devices in politics or economics are in reality new. And this
is true of pump priming which in 1931 was offered to England on
a comparatively modest scale by the British Labor Party and
politely but firmly rejected. Indeed, it was mainly on this issue
that the Labor Party, headed by Ramsay MacDonald, had its fall.
On August 24 of that year the coalition ministry, under Stanley
Baldwin, came in. Whereupon, while we floundered under the
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New Deal, Britain proceeded to achieve a recovery of a lasting
and substantial nature.

Nevertheless, despite its 1931 downfall in England, pump prim-
ing in America got its greatest impetus from a foreign source., In
1934, the British experimental economist, Mr, John Maynard
Keynes, came to Washington and sold pump priming to the “brain
trust,” which already had its group of converts, small in number
but strong in influence. And, having captured the thinking of
the White House, Mr. EKeynes advised the Government to levy
immense taxes, plunge fearlessly into debt, and spend $400,000,000
a8 month on public works and industries operated in competition
with private business.

In a speech in the spring of 1934, Mr. Keynes stated that the
United States had become the outstanding economic laboratory of
the world. And he said he envied the young men at Washington
their opportunity to test their theories on the American people.

Since then pump priming, together with the managed-economy
theories, borrowed by the “brain trust” from Mr. Keynes and the
Pritish Socialists, and by the Socialists from EKarl Marx, have been
the twin curses which have ridden the long-suffering American
people. They have kept us in uncertainty, debt, and depression,
while other democracles have marched confidently forward, far
outstripping us on the road to recovery.

YOUR OWN OPINION OF THE SPENDING PROGRAM

Mr. President, I realize it is often unfair to compare a man’s
past opinions with his present course. And yet the economic, and
perhaps political, situation is today so similar to that in 1032
that your former opinion of big spending may have relevancy. In
a campaign speech at Sioux City, in September 1932, you said:

“I accuse the present administration (Hoover’s) of being the
greatest spending administration in peacetimes in all our history—
one which has piled bureau on bureau, commission on commis-
sion, and has falled to anticipate the dire needs or the reduced
spending power of the people. * * * On my part, I ask you to
aseign to me the task of reducing the annual operating expenses
of the National Government.”

And again in March 1933 you made this sweeping statement:

“For three long years the Federal Government has been on the
road toward bankruptey. * * * Upon the unimpaired credit of the
United States Government rests the safety of deposits, the secu-
rity of insurance policies, the activity of industrial enterprises, the
value of agricultural products, and the availability of employment.”

And yet, despite the now demonstrated faillure of the big-spend-
ing policy, your administration cleaves to it and to managed
economy as a drowning man to a straw.

MANAGED ECONOMY IN BABYLON

And speaking of managed economy, Mr. President, it, too, is &
product imported from the Old World, and is even older than pump
priming. Managed economy was the pet hobby of Hammurabi,
sixth King of the First Dynasty of Babylon, who, around 2250 B. C.,
relgned happily for 556 years. This enlightened ruler described
himself as the Beloved of Tu-Tu, the perfect king chosen by the
gods Bel and Anu to supply the people “with luxurious abundance.”

From his palace he promulgated a code and regulated the price
of everything, from the wage of brickmakers to the hire of a sall-
boat, or the fee paid a surgeon for opening a boil. Indeed, Hammu-
rabi's code, beginning with an account of his scheme to establish
pure government and “prosperity for the people for all time" and
ending with a sizzling curse for his critics, was the forerunner of
the N. R. A, lacking nothing but a blue eagle and a Leon
Henderson.

Though Hammurabl was an ardent reformer and a humane king,
he at times found it advisable to cut off the fingers and break
the bones of chiselers and defeatists who did not see eye to eye
with him or obey his mandate which he inscribed himself on a
black diorite rock. And this business of separating willful citi-
zens from their members applied to hands and feet as well as
fingers. Thus he killed two birds with one stone, not only making
the punishment fit the crime but reducing to a minimum the
danger of overproduction.

Hammurabi, the Beloved of Tu-Tu, also claimed as his helper
the god Adad, lord of abundance. He announced that he had
“made the populace to rest in security.” On the other hand, on
the heads of the foolish who should oppose his rule, he called
down the most dire calamities. Neither Secretary Ickes nor Sen-
ator MiNnTON has excelled him in this respect. In a postscript to
his code, he prayed that backsliders should burn “in a raging
fire of swampweed:"” that their lands should be turned into “a
heap left by a whirlwind.”

And, for the information of Henry Ford, the La Follettes, and
rebellious Congressmen we may note that he decreed that, if a man
should defy his master, and say “Thou art not my master,” he
should have his ears cut off. 8So, we see, Mr. President, that in
the habit-ridden march of time, history has a tiresome way of
repeating itself. But, so far as I can discover, Hammurabi never
gsald a mumbling word about pump priming.

THE OLD QUESTION OF POWER

Mr. President, I have often wondered whether you reallze how
far your philosophy has drifted toward autocratic government, that
is to say one-man control, especially since your reelection and the
great mandate. Since that time you have asked for a bill giving
you power to control the judicial branch of our Government. You
have asked for bills giving you a dictator’s power over business,
over labor and farm life. You have asked for power to contiol,
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to change the funections of, and even to abolish, every agency in
the Government, including the Presidency. You have asked for
power to strip Congress of its most vital functions and duties.

And though some of these measures have been couched in liberal
language, and often prefaced with deceptive and liberal-sounding

ambles, they have, in reality, been backward-looking measures.

every inch they conceded to liberalism they took us a yard

toward reaction and one-man government. And the country was
right in regarding them with fear and suspicion.

Many things you did, in the early perlod, arcused the country’s
admiration and that of liberals in particular. But as time has
gone by it must be said, without questioning your motive, that
you have fallen more and more under the influence of men who
have little patience with democracy, who hate capitalism as Cain
hated Abel, and who would like to see changes in our form of
government which will mass enormous powers in one supreme
leader, namely, the President. And here, as I see it, is the later
New Deal's most damaging effect. It is because the purposes of
these men have already been half accomplished, through legisla-
tion, that enterprise is crippled and recovery stalled.

Like the dictators of Europe, you have demanded more power
as you have been given more. You have gained an ever-tighter
grip on Government, business, labor, and agriculture. Wages must
be fixed by the Executive, hours must be fixed. The flow of in-
dustrial production must be regulated by the Government. Prices
must be fixed. Our farms must be sown and reaped according to
the will of Washington bureaucrats. Congress and the courts must
function in fear in the far-flung shadow of the White House.

And now there must be drawn into the ever-widening magic
circle of Executive control the American press, which has so honor-
ably supported the democratic theory of life and government dur-
ing the last year. It is your own spokesman, the man who is
supposed to be your candidate for the next vacancy on the Supreme
Court Bench, Senator SHERMAN MinNTON, of Indiana, now standing
in Senator Black's shoes as chairman of the notorious Lobby Com-
mittee, who makes good your prophecy, uttered to Dr. Stanley
High, after your reelection, that you would “do something about
the press.”

For it was Senator MinToN who lately introduced the bill, greeted
with such joy by the Nazi newspapers, which provided, among
other things, that it shall be a felony, punishable by fine and
2 years of imprisonment, for an editor or publisher to criticize the
Government, or its officials by knowingly stating an untruth.

But, in no case, is your desire to seize power and more power
better evidenced than in your demand for stupendous lump-sum
appropriations, which you may allocate for relief and other pur-
poses, at your personal discretion, and without interference by
Congress or the States. Mr, President, people are human. And
the motive of self-interest works most actively in the lean years
of a depression. It is, therefore, only reasonable to expect that
the groups, the communities, the millions upon millions of indi-
viduals, who will receive their share of the enormous sums—to be
taken from the people in taxes by your bill and distributed by
yourself and your friends—will support, at the polls, the candi-
dates favored by you.

Not until later on will they realize what they will pay for this—
pay far more than they will be getting. They will pay in bad
business, in low production, and an impaired standard of living.
They will pay in heavy hidden taxes on almost every necessity of
life. They will pay in unemployment and low wages and incomes.
For from no other source than high production can employment,
wages, and incomes flow.

They will pay in the lack of opportunity and discouragement
of the younger generation. And they will pay in the political
corruption which the massing of money in political hands always
brings. And, finally, they will pay in the loss of the finest heri-
tage we possess, our democratic tradition, and democratic form
of government.

Mr. President, I sincerely trust that not you, but your advisers,
are primarily to blame for the wrong that will be done this coun-
try by giving a political faction, headed by yourself, huge sums
of money to distribute in an election year. But I beg you to real-
ize that this same system of bogus political benevolence, the sys-
tem of taxing the people and giving them back their taxes—
minus the politiclan's rake-off—is what kept New York in the
grip of Tammany so long. It is the scheme that built the Vare
machine in Philadelphia, the Eelly-Nash machine in Chicago, and
the McNutt machine in Indiana. And it is the scheme, which in
the main, won the recent primary fight by such a wide margin
for your candidate in Florida, where 9915 percent of the relief
money came from you.

If the lump sums contemplated in the appropriations bill are
to be voted, unearmarked and not properly controlled, into the
hands of the Executive, by Congress, they will Tammanyize this
country, if, indeed, this has not already been done. And I appeal
to you and to every citizen who loves his country and has respect
for the integrity of government, to reject this plan to buy America
on the hoof.

Sincerely yours,
Awmos PINCHOT,

New Yorx CITY.

REPORT OF BOARD OF VISITORS TO COAST GUARD ACADEMY
Mr. COPELAND. I present the report of the Board of
Visitors tn the Coast Guard Academy, and ask unanimous
consent to have it printed in the body of the REcORD.
LXXXIII—458

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HiLy in the chair), Is
there objection? The Chair hears none,
The report is as follows:

To THE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE.
To THE SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

GeENTLEMEN: The act approved April 16, 1937, authorizing the
establishment of a permanent instruction staff at the United
?tﬁtes Coast Guard Academy, provides in section 7, in part as
ollows:

“S8ec. 7. In addition to the advisory board there shall be ap-
pointed in January of each year a Board of Visitors to the Coast
Guard Academy, which shall consist of two Senators and three Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives appointed by the chairmen of
the committees of the Senate and the House of Representatives,
respectively, having cognizance of legislation pertaining to the
Coast Guard Academy. The chairmen of such committees shall
be ex-officio members of the Board.

“(b) Such board shall visit the Coast Guard Academy annually
on a date to be fixed by the Secretary of the Treasury.”

Pursuant to the above-mentioned section, the Secretary of the
Treasury designated Wednesday, April 27, as the date for the first
annual visit of this Board. The membership of the Board of
Visitors consists of the following:

SENATORS

Hon. RoYAL S, CoreLAND, of New York, chairman, Committee on
Commerce, United States Senate, ex-officlo member,

Hon. Francis T. MaLoNEY, of Connecticut.

Hon. ERNEST W, GissoN, of Vermont,

MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Hon. ScHUYLER O. Brawnp, of Virginia, chairman, Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries, House of Representatives,
officic member.

Hon. LiNpsaY G. WarreN, of North Carolina,

Hon. Epwarp J. HarT, of New Jersey.

Hon. RicaEARrD J. WELCH, of California.

The members of the Board, with the exception of the Hon-
orable Linpsay G. WARReN, of North Carolina, and the Honorable
RicHARD J. WeLcH, of California, who were unable to make the
trip, left Washington at 8 p. m. April 26. They arrived at the
academy in the morning of the 27th, and enjoyed breakfast at
the home of Capt. E. D. Jones, superintendent of the academy,
and his charming wife. The Board met officially at 10:30 a. m. in
the Administration Building, where the superintendent of the
academy briefly outlined the history of the Coast Guard Academy
and explained the course of instruction. The Board discussed
various matters pertaining to the academy, and then made an in-
spection of the classrooms and laboratories in the Academic Build-
ing. At 11:45, the Board reviewed the battalion of cadets, after
which the members had Iuncheon with the cadets.

In the afterncon the Board inspected the academy buildings,
equipment, and grounds, and observed the students exercising in
boats under sail on the Thames River. Later, the Board mem-
bers met cadets of all classes at a tea at the superintendent’s
quarters. In the evening the members of the Board dined in
the officers’ mess with the heads of the various departments of
the academy.

The act of April 16, 1937, which authorized the Board of Vis-
itors, also provided under section 6 thereof for an advisory com-
mittee consisting of not more than five persons of distinction in
the field of education. The law provides that this committee meet
at the academy, and also at Coast Guard Headquarters in Wash=
ington, for the purpose of examining the course of instruction and
advising the Secretary of the Treasury relative thereto. Since the
committee of educators is actively functioning in regard to the
course of instruction at the Coast Guard Academy, congressional
board did not make a detalled inspection of the curriculum, and
accordingly makes no recommendation or suggestion in this vital
matter.

The Board was most favorably impressed by every feature of
the institution. The academy has a scenic location on the Thames
River at New London, Conn., and is a modern establishment bulilt
in 1932, at a cost of some $2,750,000. The Board finds that
the buildings, grounds, laboratories, shops, and all other equip-
ment are being well maintained, and belleves that the Government
may take great pride in the institution.

The academy faculty charged with the academic instruction of
the cadets, as well as their training in practical work and discipline,
consists of regular-line and engineering commissioned officers,
commissioned professors, and -civilian instructors. The course
of study, in professional as well as cultural subjects, appears to
parallel that of the best engineering colleges. But the Coast
Guard cadet is in residence practically 4 full years, and, accord-
ingly, on a semester-hour basis, completes more work than is
required by the average college granting the bachelor of science
degree. To a large extent this additional work covers courses
in maritime and navigation law and kindred subjects.

The corps of cadets numbers from 130 to 150 per year, sufficient
at this time to supply the needs for commissioned officers of the
Coast Guard. Cadets are chosen after competitive examinations
held throughout the country. The corps of young men impressed
the Board as being a fine, upstanding, serious-minded group of
young Americans, being efliclently trained for their future
responsibilities.

The Board desires to make mention of the cordlal reception
end hospitable treatment furnished its members by Captain Jones
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and the other officers of the academy. It was surprised to learn
that all official entertainment s undertaken at the expense of
the superintendent and other officers. The greater part of the
expense is borne by the superintendent. The Board plans to
recommend early consideration of a bill to authorize the appro-
priation of a moderate sum of money for the use of the superin-
tendent in connection with official entertalnment at the academy.
Respectfully submitted.
RovAL 8. COPELAND,
Acting chairman.
Francis T. MALONEY,
ErnEST W. GIBSON,
ScHUYLER O. BLAND,
Epwarp J. HaRT,
EurLis REEp-HILL,
Secretary to the Board.

REGISTRATION OF PERSONS EMPLOYED TO DISSEMINATE PROPAGANDA

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HniL in the chair) laid
before the Senate the action of the House of Representetives
disagreeing to the ‘amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 1591) to require the registration of certain persons
employed by agencies to disseminate propaganda in the
United States, and for other purposes, and requesting a con-
ference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon.

Mr. PITTMAN. I move that the Senate insist upon its
amendments, agree to the request of the House for a con-
ference, and that the Chair appoint the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. President, is this a conference report,
or what is it?

Mr. PITTMAN. It is a request from the House of Repre-
sentatives that the Senate agree to a conference and appoint
conferees on the part of the Senate.

Mr, AUSTIN. And there has been no conference?

Mr. PITTMAN. No.

Mr, AUSTIN. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing
to the motion of the Senator from Nevada.

The motion was agreed to; and the Presiding Officer ap-
pointed Mr. Prrrman, Mr. Harrison, and Mr. BoraH conferees
on the part of the Senate.

LOANS TO RAILROADS BY RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE CORPORATION

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, I send to the desk and
ask to have read a brief letter from Hon. Jesse H. Jones,
Chairman of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, to the
junior Senator from New York [Mr. Wacner]. I have the
permission of both the writer and the recipient of the letfer
to have it published.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the let-
ter will be read.

The Chief Clerk read the letter, as follows:

May 18, 1938.
Hon. ROBERT WAGNER,
Chairman, Senale Commiitee on Banking and Currency,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SEwnaror WacnNEr: As you know, the principal purpose of
B. 3948 was to provide for loans that would put railroad employees
back to work, largely in the lower-paid brackets, employees who
have been furloughed, discharged, or put on a part-time basis by
the roads in an effort to avoid bankruptey.

The provision for financing the purchase of equipment is impor-
tant and to the extent used would increase employment. There
is, however, no great demand for equipment.

Both of these provisions are undoubtedly desirable in the inter-
ests of increased employment.

The provision that would enable the I. C. C. to certify loans on
a basis of security offered is also desirable, as some roads may need
to borrow that can give good security but that the Commission
would find difficult to certify under present statutes.

With the exception of the strictly work loans, these provisions
were included in the Interstate Commerce Committee recommen-
dations to the President.

In view of guestions that have been raised about wage decreases,
particularly in the lower-paid brackets, I feel your committee
should satisfy itself on this question before the bill is considered.

At the hearings before the SBenate and House committees rep-
resentatives of rallroad management and of insurance companies
and other large creditors objected to provisions included in the bill
which we deem necessary to protect railroad loans both heretofore
and hereafter made.

Those protesting were largely the beneficiaries of our loans and
come with poor grace in their eflorts to deny us the right to our
collateral and the representation it entitles us to.

¥ yours,
JessE H. JowEs, Chairman.
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PENNSYLVANIA PRIMARY ELECTION

Mr, BRIDGES. Mr. President, the other day I spoke to
this body about the endorsement of Mr. Kennedy, in Penn-
sylvania, by Mr. Farley. As a result of the remarks here,
the statement has been made in various instances, par-
ticularly since Mr. Kennedy’s defeat, that Mr. Farley in no
way was speaking for the President of the United States,
Mr. Roosevelf. R

I read from the Evening Star of Tuesday, May 17, the
day of the election. This newspaper was printed before the
returns of the election were in. I quote one Philip Murray,
who is the chief C. I. O, lieutenant and chief assistant of
Mr. John L. Lewis:

Philip Murray, C. I. O. lleutenant, told a mass meeting that
President Roosevelt “announced his endorsement of Thomas
Eennedy for Governor through our national chairman, Jim

Farley. I have known for 4 weeks that President Roosevelt was
for Tom EKennedy."”

The article goes on to make further statements, but that
is the meat of it.

I merely desire, by bringing up the matter at this time, to
show that many of the persons who are prominently identi-
fied with John L. Lewis and the C. I. O. movement felt that
when Mr, Farley spoke, he spoke for the administration and
spoke for President Roosevelt, and the precedent he was
breaking in mixing in Pennsylvania politics was broken with
their knowledge and sanction; and I quote as my authority
this outstanding leader of the C. I. O. movement, Mr. Murray,

LONG-AND-SHORT-HAUL CLAUSE OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I am about to send to
the desk and ask to have inserted in the Recorp an article
appearing in the Traffic World, entitled: ‘“Well, Which Do
You Mean?”

I desire to call the attention of the Senate to the fact
that in the Railway Age of July 3, 1937, a magazine which
is published by the Simmons-Boardman Publishing Cor-
poration, the attitude of certain individuals is eriticized be-
cause of the fact that they were opposed to what is known
as the Pettengill bill, which proposed the repeal of the
fourth section of the Interstate Commerce Act.

I read the concluding paragraph of the article which
appeared in this publication on July 3. It says:

There is no consistent logical argument in the general wel-
fare which can be made in favor of this handicap to the rail-
roads. Its continuance hinges on nothing more than the view
taken by predominant business interests in some communities
strategically represented in the Senate of their immediate selfish
interest. That interest is given political expression in pressure
upon legislators, and the national policy thus given effect be-
comes, not a reasonable program to promote national economic
welfare, but a device for “taking something away from the other
fellow and giving it to me.”

The editor of the Railway Age is Samuel B. Dunn.
information is that Mr, Dunn has been on the pay roll of the
Western Railroad Association for some time as a public-
relations counsel, or something of the kind.

I find in the Marine Engineering and Shipping Review
for May 1938, published by the Simmons-Boardman Pub-
lishing Corporation—the same company—an article entitled
“Pettengill Bill Threatens Shipping.” The concluding para-
graph of the article in that publication is as follows:

Certain groups, particularly the Southern Pacific and the Chi-
cago Chamber of Commerce, which have been most active in
prosecuting the fight for repeal to satisfy their own interests,
would jettison an active branch of the merchant marine. Should
the Pettengill bill be enacted, the eventual gain in traffic now
diverted from the railroads to the water routes would prove
insignificant to an industry which needs major rellef and would
produce an irreparable damage to another industry which is
after all essential in the transportation and defense systems of the
Nation.

In other words, the same man who wrote an editorial in
the Railway Age in favor of the Pettengill bill wrote an
editorial against the Pettengill bill in the Marine Engi-
neering and Shipping Review, which is owned by the same
company, and said that the enactment of the bill would
destroy the shipping industry of the country.

Mr, MINTON rose.
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Mr. WHEELER. That illustrates what my friend from
Indiana [Mr. Minton] would say about some of the news-
papers of the country; they blow hot one day and cold
the next, and apparently get away with it.

Mr. MINTON. Mr. President, is what I say frue or not?

Mr. WHEELER. What the Senator would say about
this publication would be true.

Mr. MINTON. Let me ask the able Senator from Mon-
tana, who is chairman of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mittee, if he will not agree with me in my effort to bring
up the Pettengill bill, so that we may get this thing finally
settled.

Mr. WHEELER. Let me say to the Senator from Indiana
that three members of the committee filed a minority re-
port on the bill. As far as I am personally concerned, I do
not think any legitimate argument can be advanced and in
my judgment no legitimate argument was advanced in favor
of the Pettengill bill before the Interstate Commerce Commit-
tee, which held long hearings. I appreciate the fact that
propaganda was put out by the railroads and the Chicago
Chamber of Commerce, and I appreciate the fact that they
purchased certain individuals to carry on the propaganda
from one end of the country to the other.

So far as I am concerned, I intend to oppose the Petten-
gill bill at this session and just as long as I can stand on
the floor of the Senate to oppose it. If the Senator from
Indiana wants to stay here all summer long and discuss the
bill, I will join him and stay here, but he may rest assured
that he will stay here a long time.

I send to the desk the article to which I have referred,
and from which I have read extracts, and ask to have the
entire article printed in the REecorp as part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

[From the Traffic World for May 21, 1938]
WEeLL, WHicH Do You MeAN?
PETTENGILL BILL THREATENS SHIFPING

[From Marine Engineering and Shipping Review (May 1938), pub-
lished by the Simmons-Boardman Publishing Corporation]

Since the provisions of the bill are designed to eliminate water-
carrier competition in favor of the railroads, the shipping industry
as a unit logically has opposed its passage strenuously Many
isolated individuals and groups, such as chambers of commerce and
trade bodies, have also voiced their cpposition. Officially, mem-
bers of the Interstate Commerce Commission have testified against
the proposed changes and their arguments in the case have been
endorsed by the steamship lines and inland-waterway operators.
- * *

Stripped of all pretense, the railroads would have the Govern-
ment legislate out of existence water-carrier competition on the
inland waterways as well as along and between coasts. The inland
waterways carry approximately 3 percent of our domestic com-
merce and the railroads 75 percent. Intercoastal traffic in 1936
amounted to 8,054,266 tons, including 1,208,813 tons of oil and
1,623,637 tons of lumber, on which the railroads have never sought
relief. At most, the railroads might have hoped to gain 5,221,916
tons of freight, or less than 3 percent of the 180,671,461 tons origl-
nated by the western roads in the same year. Admittedly this
business could not be handled profitably at rates competitive with
those of the water carriers. Losses entailed from business of this
character would logically have to be made up from other sources of
railroad revenue until such time as the water carrier as a competi-
tive entity would be eliminated entirely. After that rates presum-
ably would find their profitable level as provided by the fourth
section of the Interstate Commerce Act. *

The effectiveness of this railroad relief in mitlgating against the
steamship lines has been definitely demonstrated on the west coast
where coastwise shipping has been practically wiped out. Under
the present provisions of the act, at the discretion of the Interstate
Commerce Commission empowered to grant relief, there is nothing
to preclude the eventual elimination of water competition in other
localities, The repeal move evidently is designed to assure such
elimination but avolding the necessity of going through a pre-
scribed routine and of depending in any degree on the discretion
of the interstate commerce body.

Certain groups, particularly the Southern Pacific and the Chicago
Chamber of Commerce, which have been most active in prosecuting
the fight for repeal to satisfy their own interests, would jettison an
active branch of the merchant marine. Should the Pettengill bill
be enacted, the eventual gain in traffic now diverted from the
rallroads to the water routes would prove insignificant to an
industry which needs major relief and would produce an irrepa-
rable damage to another industry which is after all essential in the
transportation and defense systems of the Nation.
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SecTIoN 4 FOSTERS SPECIAL PRIVILEGE
[From Rallway Age (July 3, 1937), published by the Simmons-
Boardman Publishing Corporation]

But what must one think of the 5456 local business groups
which voted against a principle as fundamental to the continued
Tunctioning of free private enterprise as that at issue in the
Pettengill bill? That such a minority voted as it did on this
question points inescapably either to the conclusion that a sub-
stantial group of American business favors the relatlonship of
Government to business embodied in the long-and-short-haul
clause, or else that a large number of commercial bodies are com-
posed of members who are stupid or indifferent to gquestions of
fundamental policy and are thus at the mercy of small groups
of special interests organized to ‘“railroad” their views into state-
ments of policy, Either conclusion—and we repeat that one or
the other must be true—is sufficient evidence of an appalling
lack of moral and intellectual integrity on the part of a substan-
tial block in the business community which presents a discourag-
ing contrast to the virility and consistency being everywhere
shown by the enemies of private enterprise,

In essence, the long-and-short-haul clause is nothing more nor
less than a legislative device granting partial or complete monop-
oly to certain business interests and certain localities. This clause,
as 1t is applied, effectively prevents the railroads from competing
for traffic for which they could compete if not impeded by po-
litical power, and thus gives their rivals a partial—in some cases a
complete—monopoly. This is done with lip service, but no actual
obedlence to, the principle of preventing unfair discrimination.
Now, no one can defend arbitrary discrimination—but rate dis-
crimination already exists in favor (for instance) of the Pacific
coast against intermountain territory by reason of the operation
of vessels to the former, when they cannot reach the latter. Per-
mitting the railroads to meet rate conditions as they find them
could not possibly create discrimination, already existing in the
nature of things. The willful creation of discrimination is an
abuse of monopoly power and should be curbed by regulation—
but discriminations which exist independent of the rallroads and
beyond their power of removal do not come in this category.

There is no consistent logical argument in the general welfare
which can be made in favor of this handicap to the rallroads.
Its continuance hinges on nothing more than the view taken by
predominant business interests in some communities strategically
represented in the Senate of their immediate selfish interest.
That interest is given political expression in pressure upon legisla-
tors, and the national policy thus given effect becomes, not a
reasonable program to promote national economic welfare, but a
device for “taking something away from the other fellow and
giving it to me.”

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I should like to say to
the Senator from Montana [Mr., WxeEELER] that I am very
anxious to return to my home in New York, but I will stay
here with the Senator from Montana until the snow flies in
order that the Pettengill bill may be defeated.

Mr. WHEELER. I thank the Senator.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, in connection with the re-
marks made by the Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER]
and also the Senator from New York [Mr. CoperLannl, if I
heard him correctly, that there are a great many people who
will be willing, if they are physically able to stand the strain,
to remain here during the summer and until the snow
fiies, until New Year's comes again, to assist the Senator
from Montana in resisting the so-called Pettengill bill, I
should like to volunteer in his army to render such service as
I can in order to bring about the defeat of that bill. I hope
that those in charge of the majority side will not try to force
upon the country a measure which will necessitate the hold-
ing of Congress in session during a large part of the sum-
mer. I had hoped that that bill might be forgotten, or
laid aside, at least, so far as the present session is concerned.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, do I understand the
Senator from Montana and the Senator from Nebraska to
threaten a filibuster in this body? [Laughter.]

Mr. NORRIS. No; we are going to do as the Senator from
Texas did; we are going to talk about the bill a long, long
time. [Laughter.] But, of course, we are not going to have
any such thing as a filibuster.

Mr, MINTON. I did not understand the Senator from
Nebraska to threaten a filibuster; he merely promised one.

Mr. NORRIS. No; I did neither, but the bill to which
reference has been made is so vital to our country that it
should not be taken up now, when we are preparing to
adjourn,

Mr. BARKLEY. I thought the filibuster had not yet
started, and I wanted to move that the Senate take a recess.
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Mr. CONNALLY. I am very much gratified to have so | vet a field for research by historians. The date of his birth

many converts to the theory of full, fair, and open dis-
cussion, and to learn that the word “filibuster” is losing
some of its opprobrious implications, and I hope that here-
after when we discuss matters thoroughly and fully we will

not be charged with filibustering, because I know that the |

Senator from Nebraska would not indulge in a filibuster,
and I am sure the Senator from Montana would not. They
are both great liberals, and I am sure that the prestige of
their names going out over the country as champions of
full and fair debate will be of service in the consideration
of legislation in the future as well as in connection with
the Pettengill bill at the present time.

Mr. McKELLAR. I may say to the Senator from Texas
that I am very greatly delighted and pleased to know that
these distinguished Senators are following in the footsteps of
the Senator from Texas and myself in certain procedure in
the Senate about January, February, and March.

Mr. LUNDEEN. Mr. President, on June 18 next there will
be dedicated in the old courthouse of the historic city of
Frederick, Md., a memorial tablet to John Hanson, President
of the United States in Congress Assembled under the Ar-
ticles of Confederation, our first written Constitution. June
18 is a historic day for Maryland because on that date in
the city of Frederick, in 1774, a call was issued to the people
of western Maryland to meet in the courthouse of that city
in an assembly designed to consolidate the opposition to
the British Crown. That Assembly when it met on June 20,
1774, elected John Hanson to preside at that meeting.

The city of Frederick was the scene of many of the revo-
lutionary activities of John Hanson and his associates both
prior and subsequent to the signing of the Declaration of
Independence.

All of Maryland, indeed, many of the Colonies, looked to
the leadership of this group during the early days of the
conflict and the feverish months that preceded the outbreak
cf hostilities.

JOHN HANSON LEADING REVOLUTIONARY SPIRIT

John Hanson was a leading spirit in this group which also
organized and equipped the first Maryland troops in the
Revolutionary Army.

The dedication of this memorial tablet during the com-
memoration of the tercentenary of the settlement of New
Sweden has a special significance.

.It is appropriate in commemorating the three hundredth
anniversary of the first permanent settlement of the Dela-
ware Valley to pause and pay tribute to a distinguished
descendant of one of these pioneer settlers of New Sweden,
John Hanson, of Maryland, President of the United States
in Congress Assembled under the Articles of Confederation,
our first written Constitution. He was the first President of
the First Congress convened after the adoption of the
Articles of Confederation, and after the surrender of Corn-
wallis at Yorktown.

STATUE IN THE HALL OF FAME

The position of John Hanson among the founders of our
Nation has not been overlooked, although he has not re-
ceived the recognition from some historians which his serv-
ices to the Nation would warrant. His statue stands in the
Hall of Fame in the United States Capitol by the action of
the State of Maryland in selecting him as one of the two
foremost statesmen from that State. The bronze likeness of
this brooding figure stands in the Capitol of our Nation
which he labored to create and to preserve and to whose
highest office he was elevated by a grateful people.

PORTRAIT IN INDEPENDENCE HALL

The State of Pennsylvania has also recognized the services
of this patriot and in the banquet room of Independence
Hall, among the portraits of the founders, is a painting of
John Hanson by the distinguished artist, Charles Wilson
Peale.

Hanson'’s life has been shrouded in mystery until compara-
tively recent years, and even now there are incidents of his
career which are still undiscovered. Hanson’s biography is

has been in dispute among the historians, and likewise there
has been a difference of opinion as to the date of his death.
There is also some misunderstanding among the popular his-
torians as to his position under the Articles of Confederation.
He has been variously referred to as President of the Conti-
nental Congress, President of Congress of the Confederacy,
and by others as President of the United States in Congress
Assembled, which latter designation is the correct one. The
Encyclopedia Britannica states:

Because he was the first President under the Articles of Con-

federation, he is sometimes referred to as the first President of
the United States.

Even the guides in the United States Capitol are unable to
inform the thousands of visitors who see this statue every
year just why the statue stands in the Hall of Fame.

BWEDISH SETTLEMENT IN MARYLAND

The Hanson family was the vanguard of the Swedish colo-
nists that settled in Maryland. The center of the Swedish
group in Maryland was Kent Island, and from there they
branched out into other parts of Maryland, but primarily to
St. Marys and Charles County. The Eastern Shore of Mary-
land, particularly the northern part, was settled by Swedes
from Delaware and Pennsylvania, at that time the colony of
New Sweden.

GENEALOGY OF HANSON

It is stated in Old Kent that John Hanson was a descend-
ant of Col. John Hanson, of the Swedish Army, who served
with credit, rose to rank of colonel, became a trusted officer
under Gustavus Adolphus, and was always retained near the
royal person in action. While defending and attempting to
shield his King, he fell slain in battle with Gustavus
Adolphus at Lutzen, November 16, 1632. He left four sons,
viz, Andrew, Randolph, William, and John Hanson, all of
whom were taken under the immediate protection of the
royal family of Sweden. In August 1642 Queen Christina
placed them in the special care of Lt. Col. Johan Printz,
Governor of New Sweden, with whom they came to Delaware
and remained there until the year 1653, when they came to
Kent Island.

HANSON FAMILY MOVES TO MARYLAND IN 1653

The youngest son of Col. John Hanson was born in
Sweden in 1630 and came to New Sweden on the Delaware
in 1642. He removed to Maryland in 1653 and, after a short
sojourn on Kent Island, went to St. Marys and later settled
in Charles County in 1656. He married Mary Hussey,
daughter of Thomas Hussey, colonist of Charles County.
The will of this pioneer, dated December 12, 1713 (planter
of Charles County), mentions seven children, Colonel Rob-
ert, born 1680, died 1748; Benjamin; Mary (wife of Rev.
William Maconchie) ; Anne, born January 18, 1692; Sarah;
John, born 1682, died 1754; Samuel, captain, born 1685, and
his grandson, Samuel Hanson.

FATHEE BORN IN CHARLES COUNTY, MD,

The son, Capt. Samuel Hanson, born 1685 in Charles
County (father of President John Hanson of Mulberry
Grove), married Elizabeth Story, daughter of Col. Walter
Story (Storer) and his wife Elizabeth Brooke. He was
buried at Equality, Charles County (estate owned by son-in-
law, David Stone, the inheritor of Paynton Manor, with
Court Leet and Court Baron, lineal descendant and repre-
sentative of Gov. Willilam Stone, Governor of Maryland
1649 to 1654). In his will, dated October 22, 1740, he men-
tions, then living, his wife Elizabeth and children, Judge
Walter Hanson, William Hanson, Samuel Hanson, John
Hanson, Elizabeth Hanson, Charity Hanson, Jane Hanson,
and Chloe Hanson, then a minor.

There are records showing the birth to Samuel and Eliza-
beth Hanson of the following children: Elizabeth, born No-
vember 7, 1707; Mary, born February 4, 1709; Walter, born
March 11, 1711; Samuel, born July 20, 1714; William, born
March 18, 1718, died September 2, 1721; John, born April
3, 1721; Charity, born August 15, 1724; William, 2d, born
September 29, 1726.
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JOHN HANSON MARRIES JANE CONTEE

Judge Walter Hanson (of Harwood) married Elizabeth
Hoskins, daughter of William Hoskins. He was born in 1711
and died in 1773. William Hanson married Ann Hawkins
and died in 1794, leaving issue. John Hanson, of Mulberry
Grove, according to family records married Jane Contee.
Elizabeth Hanson married Benjamin Douglas and had a
daughter Elizabeth. Charity Hanson married Arthur Lee.
The above records are based on the genealogy contained in
Old Eent, written by Adolphus Hanson, a member of the

family.
BEGINNING OF PUBLIC CAREER

John Hanson was the son of Samuel and Elizabeth Han-
son, of Charles County, Md. His parents were among the
persons of wealth and social position in the county at that
time. He was educated by private tutors and at Oxford
University, in England. His writings clearly disclose a pro-
found knowledge of the art of government. It was natural
that John Hanson should take an active part in the political
life of the province, and he soon became one of the leaders
in the administration of public affairs. He represented
Charles County in the assembly for the years 1757, 1758,
1761, 1763, 1765, 1767, 1768, and 1773. These years were
fruitful years in the political life of Maryland and indeed
of the Colonies as a whole. The assembly at that time con-
sisted of the ablest men in the colony.

THE ECONOMIC BOYCOTT

It will be recalled that the colonists in 1769 adopted the
Nonimportation Acts as a measure of securing a redress of
the grievances against the British Crown. Hanson was one
of the leading advocates of the Nonimportation Agreement,
and when the Maryland Association of Free Men was organ-
ized, he was included among the first to sign that agreement
in which the signatories bound themselves by the sacred tie
of honor and reputation neither to import or purchase any
article then taxed or which should thereafter be taxed by
Parliament for the purpose of revenue.

J HANSON LEADS MARYLAND ““TEA PARTY"”

While Boston had its tea party on December 10, 1771, the
Marylanders, in October 1769, likewise met the issue of
economic boycott. A cargo of British goods was landed in
the harbor of Port Tobacco on Port Tobacco Creek, in
Charles County, and under the terms of the Nonimportation
Agreement the citizens of Charles County, under the leader-
ship of John Hanson, openly and without fear of detection
or punishment compelled the captain of the vessel to reship
the goods to England.

The leadership which John Hanson assumed at this time
was continued in the fateful years which followed. He had
many opportunities to display his leadership and his ability
was recognized by not only the citizens of the State, but of
the other Colonies as well.

MOVES TO FREDERICK

In 1773 Hanson moved to Frederick, Md. which at that
time was attracting many colonists as a gateway to the
West., Many immigrants of Germany and Switzerland as
well as citizens of Pennsylvania settled in that community.

Hanson soon assumed the leadership of the independence
movement in the county. The people of this section were
already acauainted with his activities in connection with the
Nonimportation Agreement. His counsel and advice was
sought by the political leaders. His integrity inspired the
respect and esteem of the citizens of Frederick.

In 1774 the Boston Port bill was adopted which prohibited
all commercial infercourse between Great Britain and Bos-
ton. This act of retaliation on the part of the British
Crown aroused the intense feeling of the people of Mary-
land and they quickly made a common cause with Massa-
chusetts.

HANSON ELECTED CHAIRMAN

A meeting of the citizens of Frederick County was held at
the courthouse in Frederick City on June 20, 1774, and John
Hanson was elected to preside at this fateful meeting.
This meeting was the nucleus of the opposition of the people

of western Maryland to the acts of the British Crown. This
meeting elected John Hanson and his son, Alexander Contee
Hanson, and Philip Thomas as delegates to the General
Congress at Annapolis, and these delegates were also elected
as members of the Committee of Observation, which com-
mittee, as its name implies, was authorized to act for the
citizens in any emergency.

John Hanson was elected chairman of this Committee on
Observation and he continued to serve as a chairman until
the establishment of a State government when the work
of the committee was completed. As a delegate from Fred-
erick County, John Hanson attended the General Congress
of Maryland at Annapolis which convened June 22, 1774,
and adjourned on June 25 after adopting a series of strong
resolutions directed toward an economic boycott of British
goods based on nonimportation.

FREDERICK CENTER OF REVOLUTIONARY ACTIVITY

The citizens of Frederick, Md., held a further meeting on

" the 18th of November 1774 and John Hanson was again

chosen as a member of the committee to represent the
county and to carry into effect the resolutions adopted by
the General Congress at Annapolis and by the American
Continental Congress.

On January 24, 1775, another meeting of the citizens of
Frederick County was held at the courthouse and John
Hanson was again elected chairman of the meeting and was
elected to serve as a member of the Committee of Corre-
spondence, and elected to represent the county at the con-
vention to be held at Annapolis. He was elected on the
21st of June 1775 as the treasurer of Frederick County.

CONTRIBUTES TO RELIEF OF BOSTON

One of the first acts of John Hanson as chairman of the
Committee of Observation, elected by the meeting at Fred-
erick, was to send 200 pounds sterling for the relief of the
poor of Boston. This action was acknowledged by Samuel
Adams in a grateful letter to John Hanson.

It soon became apparent that in order to effectively carry
out the resolutions which had been adopted that more ener-
getic measures of a practical character were required. The
history of John Hanson demonstrates that he was a man of
action, that he was not satisfiled with mere adoption of reso-
lutions of protest and that he had a firm conviction that it
was necessary to transplant these resolutions into action.
He therefore assumed the leadership in the organization of
establishments for the production of gunpowder, ammuni-
tion, arms, and all kinds of military equipment. He also
organized and personally equipped troops for the impending
conflict.

BATTLE OF BUNKER HILL—MARYLAND TROOPS JOIN WASHINGTON

No sooner had these plans been developed when news was
received of the conflict at Bunker Hill on June 15, 1775.
Upon receipt of this information, Hanson and his associates
proceeded to organize two companies of expert riflemen.
The committee also appointed Thomas Price and Michael
Cresap to organize the two companies.

Otho H. Williams was a lieutenant in command of these
companies and he subsequently carved out a distinguished
military career in the Revolutionary Army and became a
brigadier general serving under George Washington.

These two companies, which marched out of Frederick City
on June 18, 1775, arrived at Cambridge, Mass., on August 9
after traveling 550 miles in 22 days. They were the first
troops from the South to join Washington’s army. Their
arrival induced great enthusiasm.

MARYLAND DECLARATION OF INDEFENDENCE

On the 26th day of July 1775 the Maryland Assembly con-
vened. John Hanson was one of the most active members of
this meeting and urged vigorous action on the part of Mary-
land. The Assembly adopted a declaration of independence,
which was known as the Maryland Declaration of Free Men
in which they courageously stated that they would repel
force by force and that they would defend to the utmost of
their capacity the Continental Congress, the Maryland
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convention, the Council of Safety, and the Committee of
Observation.
ORGANIZATION OF THE PROVINCIAL CONVENTION

All the power of the Government under the Association
of the Freemen of Maryland was vested in the Provincial Con-
vention, consisting of five delegates from each county,
elected to serve 1 year. The executive power was vested
in a Committee of Safety, elected by the convention, con-
sisting of eight members from the western shore and eight
from the eastern shore. This committee had full charge
of military and naval matters.

John Hanson was made a member of the Committee of
Observation according to the resolution of the convention
of Maryland at a meeting of the inhabitants of the middle
distriet of Prederick County held at the courthouse in
Frederick Town on the 12th of September, 1775.

He was also appointed by the Provinecial Convention on the
committee to establish a gunlock factory at Frederick in
addition to his duties on various other important committees.

WARNS OF BRITISH CONSPIRACY WITH INDIANS

While chairman of the Committee of Observation, John
Hanson uncovered and defeated the Tory conspiracy of
Lord Dunmore, Dr. John Connolly, Allen Cameron, Dr. John
Smith, and White Eyes, an Indian chief. He had long
suspected this conspiracy, for he wrote to Peyton Randolph,
of Virginia, the President of the Continental Congress, as
early as July 1775 that—

There is too much reason to belleve that an expendition will be
get on foot by the British and Indians in Canada against the
western frontiers of this State (Maryland), Virginia, and Penn-
sylvania. Agents and allles of the King and Parliament, of
General Gage and Lord Dunmore, it is believed in this place are
now operating with the Delaware and Shawnee Indians in Ohio,
and bands in Kentucky and Canada, with a view to destroy our
frontier towns “and desolate our homes and firesides. We are
determined to keep a vigilant eye on all such agents and emis-
saries, but it would be highly prudent to take early measures
to supply the arsenal and barracks at Frederick Town with arms
and ammunition to enable the male population to defend all the
inhabitants in case the emergency should arise in which it will
become our solumn duty to act.

CONSPIRATORS DISCOVERED

These suspicions were duly confirmed. Hanson advised the
people of Frederick County to be on their guard and the dis-
closure and defeat of this carefully laid plot was due to the
vigilance of the citizens of Frederick. Minutemen were
ordered by Hanson to patrol the counfry and to warn the
jnhabitants at the first signs of danger. Connolly, the chief
conspirator, and his companions fell info the hands of one
of these patrols near Hagerstown, while on their way to
Detroit, and being unable to give a satisfactory account of
themselves, were arrested on suspicionand taken to Frederick.
The men were searched and questioned and on the following
day John Hanson forwarded to the Congress at Philadelphia
copies of the examinations and the papers found on the
prisoners. :

THE PLAN OF THE CONSPIRATORS

John Hanson and Samuel Chase presided over the com-
mittee which questioned the prisoners. It was disclosed by
the examination of the conspirators that Connolly was well
known to Lord Dunmore as a loyalist and that Smith was
associated with the Tories. Lord Dunmore (the Governor
of Virginia) had been driven from his State and had taken
refuge on a British war vessel. He immediately began plot-
ting a military action against the coasts of Maryland and
Virginia. His plan was to cut off the communication be-
tween the northern and southern colonies. He entered into
communication with Dr. Jochn Connolly (lieutenant colonel)
a native of Pennsylvania; Connolly was given a deed for
2,000 acres of land on the Ohio River as an advance payment
for his part in the conspiracy.

PROPOSED INDIAN UFRISING |

It was proposed that Connolly should induce the Indians
along the Ohio River to attack the remote settlements of
Maryland and Virginia. It was further proposed that he was
to raise an army at Detroit, seize Pittsburgh, and attack
Maryland and Virginia from the rear. The plan called for
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the establishment of a post at Fort Cumberland, and Alex-
andria was to be attacked from that base. The strategy was
to interrupt communication between the northern and
southern Colonies and compel Washington either to abandon
the South or to divide his army. Connolly joined Lord Dun-
more on July 25, 1775, on board the British man-of-war and
the joint proposal of these two conspirators was to be sub-
mitted to General Gage for his approval. It was proposed
that all citizens who would join in the movement would be
granted 300 acres of land and that Connolly would be ap-
pointed in command of such troops.
TORIES AND TRAITORS

The immediate plan was for the party to go by a vessel
from Norfolk up the Potomac to Port Tobacco Creek in
Maryland and then to go by way of horseback to Detroit. It
was proposed that Smith should pass through Pittsburgh
with dispatches to a friendly Indian superintendent and
other Tories at that place and then proceed down the Ohio

- and up the Scioto River contacting various friendly Indian

tribes.

The plan then contemplated a trip to Sandusky and from
there to cross Lake Erie to Detroit. It was proposed that a
large force was to be collected at Detroit which was to move
against Pittsburgh and the population in that vicinity was
to be formed infto regiments which were to be marched
across the mountains to Fort Cumberland, thence to follow
down the Potomac where they were to meet Lord Dunmore
and then attack Alexandria. The capture of the conspirators
frustrated this well-conceived plan.

AROUSING THE PEOPLE

The Maryland Council of Safety appointed Hanson on a
committee to collect silver and gold from the inhabitants of
Frederick County for the benefit of the revolutionary cause.
The weapons for the conflict were being forged. The in-
evitable separation from the mother country and the crea-
tion of a free and independent government was apparent to
Hanson as it was to the leaders in other States, and they
engaged their talents, their eloquence, and their energy to
impress the people of this situation.

Congress urged the county committees to assemble the
freemen to express their sentiments on the issue of freedom
and to arouse the people to instruct their delegates in con-
vention to remove the restrictions which the convention had
placed upon them.

HANSON SPEAKS FOR MARYLAND

The freemen of Frederick County, under Hanson’s able
leadership, adopted a resolution which stated:

That what may be recommended by a majority of the Congress,
equally delegated by the people of the United Colonies, we will, at
the hazard of our lives and fortunes, support and maintain, and
that every resolution of the convention tending to separate this
province from a majority of the Colonies, without the consent
of the people, is destructive to our internal safety.

Samuel Chase, who chafed under the restrictions laid down
by the instructions of the Maryland convention, when he
read the fearless resolution of Frederick County, notified
John Adams, on June 21, 1776:

Read the papers and be assured Frederick speaks the sense of
many counties.

MARYLAND ADOPTS HANSON’'S RESOLUTION

The resolution of the freemen of Frederick was adopted in
principle by the Convention of Maryland on the 28th of
June, and the Maryland Delegates in Congress on the Fourth
of July, 1776, voted with the other Colonies for independence.

John Hanson was appointed on October 9, 1776, on a com-
mission which was authorized to reorganize the Maryland
troops already in service upon a new basis and to induce ad-
ditional troops to enlist for the period of the war. - The com-
missioners were authorized and directed by Congress to ap-
point the officers of the new battalions with the advice of
Washington.

MARYLAND BECOMES A FREE STATE

The Convention of Maryland on the 10fh of November
adopted the Declaration of Rights and Constitution of Mary=-
land. By the terms of this new constitution, Maryland ceased
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to be a Province of Great Britain and became a free State.
Two coordinate legislative bodies were created, which were
respectively called the Senate and House of Delegates. The
House of Delegates consisted of four members, chosen by
each of the counties of the State, and two by each of the
cities of Annapolis and Baltimore. The members were
elected on the 17th of December 1776 and the new govern-
ment was fully organized on the 13th of February 1777.
Thomas Johnson was elected as the first Governor.
HANSON DECLINES NOMINATION

The nomination of delegate to the first State legislature
was offered to John Hanson, but he was actively engaged in
the pressing work of reenlisting and reorganizing the Mary-
land commands, and he therefore declined the nomination.
He later accepted a seat in the General Assembly of Mary-
land at the sessions of 1779, 1780, and 1781, and here again
he assumed a leading part in the energetic support and
advocacy of all measures designed to aid the cause of free-
dom. He was a member of important committees and was
universally recognized for his great zeal, ability, and integrity.

THE ARTICLES OF CONFEDERATION

Early in the Revolutionary struggle Benjamin Franklin
introduced into Congress a plan for the confederation of the
Colonies, which was discussed from time to time until the
Declaration of Independence was adopted. Then a more
enlarged scheme of union became necessary.

The Maryland convention, on June 28, 1776, authorized the
delegates from Maryland to concur with the other free and
independent States in forming a compact and confederation
between them. Articles of confederation were finally adopted
on November 15, 1777, for action by the States, and printed
copies were sent to the legislature of each State for their
consideration, accompanied by a request to authorize their
delegates in Congress on or hefore the 10th of March 1778 to
subscribe to the Articles of Confederation.

CONTROVERSY OVER BOUNDARIES

A controversy arose in regard to the western boundaries
of the several States. The Delegates from Maryland pro-
posed an amendment to the Articles of Confederation, au-
thorizing Congress to fix the boundaries of States claiming
“westward to the Mississippi or the South Sea,” but the
amendment was defeated. The articles were formally
signed in July 1778, by the Delegates of all the States except
Maryland, Delaware, and New Jersey. The two latter signed
in November 1778, and February 1799, respectively. Mary-
land alone held out, and the legislature resolutely asserted
their determination not to accede until the question of the
western domain was settled.

Virginia was materially concerned in this matter and
their Delegates were directed to ratify the Confederation
with such other States as would join, declaring that the
Union should be binding without the consent of Maryland.
Connecticut adopted the same course, but Maryland was not
moved by such threats. Congress refused to agree to the
course proposed by Virginia and Connecticut and the Con-
federacy remained unratified.

HANSON LABORS FOR UNION

In 1779 Hanson was elected a Delegate to the Congress.
Although all the States had ratified the Articles of Con-
federation excepting Maryland, she renewed the previous
instructions to the Delegates not to sign until some ar-
rangement was made which would settle the issue of the
Western Domain. John Hanson labored constantly to con-
vince the Delegates from the other States of the wisdom end
justice of ceding to Congress the claims to the western
lands and thus remove the impediment to the Union. Aided
by delegates of a like mind this plan was soon adopted.

Finally New York capitulated and instructed its Delegaies
in February 1780 to limit the western boundary of the State,
to cede to Congress their claims to lands beyond it, “to enure
for the use and benefit of such of the United States as should
become members of the Federal Alliance of the said States
and for no other use or purpose whatever.” A resolution was
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reported urging the several States to follow the generous ex-
ample of New York and thus remove every obstacle in the way
of a perfect union. In order to give effect to its recom-
mendations, Congress afterward pledged itself that the publie
lands should be held for the common benefif of the whole,
and as they became populated should be parceled out into
free and independent States.
MARYLAND WINS—VIRGINIA ACCEDES TO PLAN

Virginia, by a resolution of the legislature on January 2,
1781, determined to cede to the United States all her claims
to the land northwest of the Ohio River. Maryland had tri-
umphed. The States finally had become aware of the fun-
damental importance of the issue.

What was rescued from the common enemy, by common effcrt,
ought of right to be a common property, to enure forever to the
common benefit of all the States.,

This was the watchword of Maryland.

An excellent statement of the foresight of John Hanson
and his associates in connection with the dispute over the
Western Domain was made by Gilbert Grosvenor, LL., D.,
Litt. D., president of the National Geographic Society, in a
history of Maryland contained in volume LI, No. 2, February
1927, of the National Geographic Magazine, which, because
of its brevity and accuracy is herewith quoted:

MARYLAND'S FORESIGHT SAVED THE UNION

While her soldiers were fighting so valiantly, her statesmen,
meeting in the halls of the old statehouse at Annapolis, originated
a ploneer thought that prevented the Colonies from falling apart
after their victory. With great foresight the Maryland leaders
realized that the harmonious relations existing between the Thir-
teen Colonies must inevitably be destroyed, after the triumph of
American arms, by bitter disputes arising as to the ownership of
the vast region northwest of the Ohio, east of the Mississippi, and
south of the Great Lakes.

These lands included an immense triangular territory, nearly
1,000 miles on a side, well watered, exceedingly fertile, and with
fine climate, which when settled would become of great value.

As early as October 15, 1777, 1 month before the Articles of Con-
federation were proposed to the legislatures for ratification, Mary-
land asserted in Congress that this vast domain, title to which
was ill-defined and conflicting, should be placed under the scv-
ereignty of the National Government.

The “instructions" of Maryland to her delegates, which were
later read in Congress (May 21, 1779), recite:

“We are convinced policy and justice require that a country
unsettled at the commencement of this war, claimed by the British
Crown, and ceded to it by the treaty of Paris, if wrested from
the common enemy by the blood and treasure of the Thirteen
States, should be considered as a common property, subject to be
parceled out by Congress into free, convenient, and independent
governments, in such manner and at such times as the wisdom
of that assembly shall hereafter direct.”

FOR A TIME THE STATE STOOD ALONE IN HER WISE COURSE

Enowing from boundary experiences with her neighbors the en-
mity that disputes about land engender, Maryland, though giving
unsparingly of men and substance to the Continental Armies, re-
fused to sign the Articles of Confederation unless assured that the
vacant western lands would be used to form new States and not
to enrich enormously any individual State.

For a long time Maryland raised her voice alone; but gradually
the other States were convinced of the fairness and wisdom of her
stand and the necessity of the program she urged, if any lasting
nation were to be the fruit of the Revolution, New York, Virginia,
Massachusetts, and Connecticut generously ceded their territorial
claims to the Nation,

But Maryland’s clear-sighted and effective course had achieved
som far greater than merely removing the cause of future
strife between jealous Colonies; by her insistence on the creation
of a national domain she welded the most effective bond that could
have been devised for a lasting union. When peace came the
Thirteen States found themselves joint owners of this great terri-
tory, and their common interest in developing their joint property
and parceling it out into new States held them together, when they
gggt easily have drifted apart if they had had no such economic

nd.

THE CORNERSTONE OF THE FEDERAL UNION

“Just as it was Massachusetts,” says John Fiske, “that took the
decisive step in bringing on the Revolutionary War when she threw
the tea into Boston Harbor, so it was Maryland that, by leading
the way toward the creation of a national domain, laid the corner-
stone of the Federal Union.”

Another distinguished historian writes: “Without permanent
territorial interests Congress would have been, indeed, ‘a shadow
without the substance,’ as Washington termed it, and the country
‘1 Nation today and 13 tomorrow, as best suited the purpose of
individual States.”
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TRIBUTE TO HANSON

To the illustrious Marylanders, John Hanson particularly, and
to Charles Carroll and Daniel Carroll belong the credit of sug-
gesting and successfully urging the policy that has changed the
whole map of the United States and the whole course of our
national life.

Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Illinois, Wisconsin, and Minnesota are
States In the American Unlon because of the cal sagacity
of these men who gave direction to Maryland policies beneath the
roof of this historical old statehouse.

Fate gave Thomas Jefferson the opportunity of annexing
the Louisiana Territory, but a whole generation before that
time John Hanson led the way to the creation of a mighty
empire, which includes the present States of Ohio, Indiana,
Michigan, Illinois, Wisconsin, and Minnesota—six new stars
in the blue of the American flag.

THE TUNION COMPLETED

The Legislature of Maryland on January 29, 1781, au-
thorized their delegates in Congress, John Hanson and Daniel
Carroll, to sign the articles in their behalf. It was solemnly
done on the 1st day of March 1781.

The Union was completed. This historic event was pub-
Jicly announced March 1, 1781, at Philadelphia, the seat of
government. It was also immediately communicated to the
executives of the various States, to the American Ministers
abroad, to the Minister Plenipotentiary of France, and to
the Commander in Chief who announced it to the Army
under his command.

MARCH 1, 1781

The minute in the proceedings of Congress March 1, 1781, is
as follows:

According to the order of the day, the Honorable John Hanson
and Daniel Carroll, two of the delegates for the State of Maryland,
in pursuance of the act of legiclature of that State, entitled “An
act to empower the delegates of this State in Congress to subscribe
and ratify the Articles of Confederation” which was read in Con-
gress on the 12th day of February last, and a copy thereof entered
on the minutes, did, in behalf of the said Btate of Maryland, sign
and ratify the said articles by which act the Confederation of the
United States of America was completed, each and every ene of the
Thirteen United States, from New Hampshire to Georgia, both in-
cluded, having adopted and confirmed and by their delegates in

, ratified the same.

THE FIRST WERITTEN CONSTITUTION

The adoption of the Articles of Confederation created the

first written Constitution of the United States. An excellent

statement of the governmental authority in the Colonies
prior to the adoption of this first written Constitution is
contained in a volume relating to the Articles of Confedera-
tion, written by Frederick A. Cleveland, professor of political
science of the University of Chicago, which states in part:

Prior to the War of the Revolution the military government and
the central civil authority had been exercised by the King and
Parliament of Great Britaln., The chief administrative and
judicial officers residing within the Colonies were also appointees
of the Crown. Hostilities beginning, the whole institutional sys-
tem was disrupted. The colonists at once found themselves under
the necessity of reorganizing their Government and of carrying
on a military struggle which required all of their united efforts
to sustain. governments

they at first organized com-
mittees of safety and other temporary devices;, these later gave
way to more adeguate institutions. The Sta.tm; however, recog-
nizing the necessity of cooperation, left many sovemign func-
tions to be performed by a central authority.
FIRST CONTINENTAL CONGEESS
This central authority was at first a “continental congress.”
In 1774, when the relations between the COplonies and the mother
country were strained almost to breaking, delegates were appointed
by the several Colonies for the of consultation and of
an amicable settlement, The negotiations proved
futile; but the first Congress was an important step in paving
the way for united action. H.natilttiea began in 1775. The second
Congress met as a governing body
ARTICLES OF CONFEDERATION ADOPTED MARCH 1, 1781
The Articles of Confederation were not formally adopted until
March 1, 1781, during the session of the Seventh Continental Con-
gress. The functions of central government to this time had
been exercised under an unwritten constitution. The plan of
organization was very similar to that proposed by Franklin in
July 1776.
POWERS OF THE NEW GOVERNMENT
The Confederation appointed a Commander in Chief of the
Army, a War Board, a Secretary of Foreign Affairs, a Superintendent
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of Finance, a Postmaster General, an Official Geographer, and such
committees as from time to time seemed expedient; it organized
a court, prescribed oaths of office and allegiance, adopted a mna-
tional flag and great seal, it declared the independence of the
Colonies, raised armies and appointed officers for the same, de-
clared war, exercised the supreme direction of the land and naval
forces, commissioned armed vessels, autherized privateering,
granted letters of marque and reprisal, and established a military
hospital; it, by declaration, opened the ports of the several Colo-
nies to all nations, appointed ministers and ambassadors, received
foreign embassies, carried on foreign negotiations, made treaties of
peace and alliance; it received cessions of territory, negotiated
loans, issued bills ot credit, provided a currency, and performed
other sovereign acts. The Articles of Confederation were finally
adopted about 7 months before Cornwallis' surrender,

JOHN HANSON ELECTED FIRST PRESIDENT

The Articles of Confederation provided “The United States
in Congress Assembled shall meet on the first Monday in No-
vember in each year.” Article V of the articles provided
“delegates shall be annually appointed in such manner as
the legislature of each State shall direct, to meet in Con-
gress on the first Monday in November in every year.”

It further provided that “No person shall be allowed to
serve in the office of President more than 1 year in any
term of 3 years.” It was under this provision of the Ar-
ticles of Confederation that John Hanson was elected the
first President of the United States in Congress Assembled
on November 5, 1781, under the Articles of Confederation,
our first written Constitution, and after the surrender of
Cornwallis at Yorktown.

RECOGNITION OF HIS SERVICES

Hanson's election was in recognition of his early leadership
in the revolutionary struggle, first in southern Maryland and
then in western Maryland; his valuable service in raising
and equipping the troops from Maryland; and his advocacy
of the plan of ceding the Western Domain to the United
States, which latter act culminated in the adoption of the
Articles of Confederation. John Hanson was the first person
elected for a regular term as President of the United States
under the Articles of Confederation and first President of
the United States after the surrender of the British at York-
town.

POST-WAR PROBLEMS FACE HANSON

When Cornwallis surrendered at Yorktown on October 17,
1781, the military campaign was ended. It was, however,
but the beginning of a series of political and financial diffi-
culties which almost submerged the new government, bur-
dened as it was by the accumulating difficulties and repressions
of the war. The sight of a common foe at the door of the
Colonies had exercised a benign influence, and had in a meas-
ure softened the dissensions and internal bickerings. The
last restraining influence was lifted by the surrender at York-
town. The Nation’s finances were in a chaotic state, and the
currency was <depreciated to the point where one dollar in
specie was equal to 1,000 continental dollar bills.

THE CRITICAL PERIOD

The Congress was faced with the settlement of the terms of
peace, the guestion of international boundaries, the recog-
nition of independence by Great Britain, the commercial
relations with the British Crown and other powers, the
demobilization of the armed forces, the question of slavery,
the settlement of State boundaries, the disputes of fisheries
and navigation, the redemption of the continental currency,
the funding of loans and certificates of indebtedness, the
question of confiscated Tory estates and the repatriation of
exiled loyalists, and innumerable other perplexing political,
financial, and international problems.

This was the situation which faced John Hanson when he
was-elected to the office of the President of the United States
November 5, 1781. Peace had not been negotiated. The
surrender of Cornwallis left many perplexing problems to the
negotiation of American diplomacy. The independence of the
Colenies had received foreign recognition, Sweden the first
to extend diplomatic recognition having led the way on.
The resolution recognizing the termination of hostilities was
adopted by the British Parliament February 28, 1781, but the
provisional treaty was not signed until November 30, 1782.
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WASHINGTON RETURNS TO MOUNT VERNON

Following the surrender of Cornwallis at Yorktown, Va.,
Washington returned to his home at Mount Vernon, where
he remained several weeks, and on November 28, in-accord-
ance with a program arranged by Congress, he was presented
to that body. Attended by two Members, he made his appear-
ance in old Independence Hall, and was introduced to Con-
gress. President Hanson greeted him with the following
address:

Sir: Congress, at all times happy in seeing Your Excellency, fcel
particular pleasure in your presence -at this time, after the glorious
success of the allied arms in Virginia. It is their fixed purpose to
draw every advantage from it by exhorting the States in the strong-
est terms to the most vigorous and timely exertions. A committee
has accordingly been appointed to state the requisitions necessary
to be made for the establishing of the Army, and they are instructed
to confer with you upon that subject. It is, therefore, the expecta-
tion of Congress that Your Excellency would remain for some time
in Philadelphia, that they may avall themselves of your ald in this
important business, and that they may enjoy a respite from the
fatigues of war as far as is consistent with the service.

GENERAL WASHINGTON REPLIES TO PRESIDENT HANSON

To which General Washington made the following reply:

Mr. President, I feel very sensibly the favorable declaration of
Congress expressed by Your Excellency. This fresh proof of their
approbation cannoct fail of making a deep impression upon me, and
my study shall be to deserve a continuance of it. It is with peculiar
pleasure I hear that It is the fixed purpose of Congress to exhort
the States to the most vigorous and timely exertions. A compliance
on thelr parts will, I persuade myself, be productive of the most
happy conseqguences.

I chall yield a ready obedience to the expectation of Cobngress
and give every assistance in my power to their committee. I am
obliged by the goodness of Congress in making my personal ease
and convenience a part of their concern. Should service require
my attendance with the Army upon the North River or elsewhere,
I shall repair to whatever place my duty calls, with the same
pleasure I remain in this city.

GEORGE WASHINGTON CONGRATULATES PRESIDENT HANSON

General Washington congratulated President Hanson on

his election, in a letter dated at Philadelphia, November 30,
1781:

Sik: While I congratulate Your Excellency on your appointment
to fill the most important seat in the United States, I take the
same opportunity to thank you, with great sincerity, for the very
polite manner in which you are pleased to tender me the ad-
vantages of your correspondence, As a mutual free communica-
tion cannot fail to be attended with great satisfaction to me, and
will undoubtedly be productive of very useful consequence to the
public cause, you may be assured I shall pay very particular atten-
tion to your letters. I sincerely accord with you in sentiment,
that our public affairs at present assume a promising aspect, but
suffer me to begin the freedom of our correspondence by observing
to Your Excellency that upon our future vigorous improvement of
the present favorable moment depend the happy consequences,
which we now promise ourselves as the result of all the successful
events of the last campalign.

I am, your most obedient servant,
GEORGE WASHINGTON.
PRESIDENT HANSON’S CABINET

The problems of post-war adjustment consumed the time
and energy of Hanson after his election to the office of Presi-
dent. However, he was fortunate in having a strong Cabi-
net, which consisted of the Secretary of War, Gen. Benjamin
Lincoln; Secretary of Finance, Robert Morris; and the Secre-
tary of Foreign Affairs, Robert Livingston. In the field of
foreign relations he had the able advice and assistance of his
distinguished Ambassadors, including Benjamin Franklin.
However, the strain of the Revolutionary struggles and his
parliamentary battles left its mark on a once vigorous con-
stitution, and he was forced by illness to absent himself from
the duties of President for several months. Congress, while
electing a temporary presiding officer during his illness,
nevertheless required that all its enactments should have
the approval of John Hanson before they became law.

During Hanson's term of office as President, Congress
adopted the great seal of the United States. The seal in-
cluded the American eagle holding an olive branch and a
bundle of 13 arrows, and in his beak a scroll inscribed with
the well-known motto “E pluribus unum”—one out of many.

A POWERFUL FAMILY DYNASTY

The Hanson family is probably one of the most distin-

guished family dynasties in all of American history. The
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American people have associated the names of certain fam-
ilies with their history as, for instance, the Adams and the
Cabots in New England; the Lees, the Randolphs, and the
Marshalls in Virginia. It is strange, however, that some his-
torians have paid scant notice to the most vigorous dynasty
of all, the Hanson family, in Maryland.

Albert Bushnell Hart, who served as instructor of Ameri-
can history at Harvard and who lectured as the Harvard
exchange professor at the Sorbonne in Paris and who was
the historical adviser to the George Washington Bicentennial
Commission, in speaking of John Hanson in an address at
Philadelphia on June 7, 1926, at the Sesquicentennial, states:

He was an ancestor of two Presidents, William Henry Harrison
and his grandson, Benjamin Harrison. He was also in his own
right a signer of the assoclation [the Association of Freemen]—
the famous nonimportation agreement of 1760. He was & useful

Member of the Second Continental Congress. He rose in 1781
to become the President of the United States.

Paul Wilstach, in his well-known book Tidewater Mary-
land, states:

President William Henry Harrison and President Benjamin Har-
rison were descendants of the Hanson family and also akin to

it were President Grover Cleveland and Samuel J. Tilden and other
distinguished Americans,

THREE PRESIDENTS MEMBEERS OF FAMILY

W. N. Morell, foremost authority on Hanson biography,
speaking at the dedication of a memorial tablet to John
Hanson at Oxon Hill, Md., on November 15, 1933, stated:

The Hanson family produced one President under the Articles of
Confederation, two Presidents under the Constitution, two signers of
the Declaration of Independence, one signer of the Articles of Cen-
federation, one signer of the Constitution, five signers of the Mary-
land Declaration of Freemen (which declaration preceded if it did
not precipitate the Declaration of Independence), as well as many
officers of the Revolutionary Army.

MANY KINSMEN REVOLUTIONARY OFFICERS

Among the officers of the Revolutionary Army from the Hanson
family were included the following surgeons and physicians:

John Hanson Briscoe, of St. Marys County, surgeon in the Sec-
ond Maryland Regulars; Samuel Hanson, of Calvert County, sur-
geon to Col. Baker Johnson’s battalion; Elisha Hanson, of Calvert
County; Daniel Jenifer, of St. Thomas, who was a member of the
Council of Safety of the Western Shore, surgeon to Captain Beall's
Prince Georges company; Daniel Jenifer, Jr., of St. Thomas, as-
sistant to Dr. Briscoe in the Independent Corps, surgeon to the
General Hospital of the Continental Armies.

SON, VOLUNTEER IN THE REVOLUTIONARY ARMY, EILLED IN BATTLE

John Hanson's son, Peter Contee Hanson, a lieutenant in
the Maryland regiment, was mortally wounded at Fort Wash-
ington in 1776. Another son, Samuel, was surgeon of Wash-
ington’s Life Guards, Still another son, Alexander Contee
Hanson, was secretary to George Washington, chancellor of
the State of Maryland, author of numerous famous political
pamphlets, and the compiler of the laws of Maryland, known
as Hanson's Laws.

Another distinguished kinsman was Col. Richard Hanson
Harrison, who served for a long time as the first military
aide to George Washington, and who later became a Justice
of the Supreme Court of the United States.

DEATH OF JOHN HANSON

After his term of office as President expired, Hanson re-
tired to private life in ill health. He refurned to Frederick,
Md., which had been the scene of many of his activities dur-
ing the Revolutionary War. However, he did not have the
opportunity to enjoy the life of a private citizen for very
long. The last few days of his life were spent at Oxon Hill
Manor, Md., overlooking the Potomac, at the home of his
nephew, Thomas Hanson, Oxon Hill was one of the oldest
historic mansions in southern Maryland. It was situated on
a hill opposite Alexandria, Va., with a commanding view of
the Potomac River.

John Hanson died at Oxon Hill on November 15, 1783.
His death is briefly described in the Pennsylvania Gazette
under date of Wednesday, December 3, 1783, under the cap-
tion “A Letter from Baltimore,” with a date line of November
29 in the following concise language:

On Saturday the 15th ultimo departed this life in Prince Georges

County, Md,, the Hon. John Hanson, Esq., late President of the
United States in Congress assembled.
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JOHN HANSON HIGH ON THE SCROLL OF FAME

This patriotic descendant of a Viking people that settled
in Maryland in 1653 deserves a high place in the affections
of the American people, It is indeed fitting that the historic
city of Frederick, Md., which was the scene of his labors for
liberty, should dedicate to him a memorial tablet on Satur-
day, June 18, 1938, at 3:30 p. m. in the courthouse of that
city, commemorating his leadership in the revolutionary
cause not only in western Maryland but in the Colonies as a
whole. If John Hanson's old neighbors in Frederick town
could revisit that city on this occasion, they would voice
their tribute to their wise and modest leader.

The ceremony in connection with the dedication will be
under the auspices of the John Hanson Society of Maryland
and the Commissioners of Frederick County. The tablet
will be unveiled by a descendant, John Hanson Briscoe.

The committee consists of the following: A. H. Derr, Clyde
B. Stovall, U. Grant Hooper, Jesse I. Renner, Archley R.
Molesworth, A. Merhle Ecker, E. Austin James, Edward S.
Delaplaine, Mrs. Michael E. Pue, W. N. Morell, Elizabeth
Colton Ewing, president of the John Hanson Society of
Maryland, and Miss Mary Maulshy.

It is appropriate on this occasion to include the tribute to
John Hanson delivered by Maj. Alexander Sidney Lanier,
lawyer and student of political history, at the dedication of
a marker in memory of the President on November 15, 1933,
at Oxon Hill, Md. This address is as follows:

Ladies and gentlemen of the John Hanson Soclety of Maryland,
I admire great men of all classes, those who stand for facts and
for thoughts. I like the first Caesar, and Charles the Fifth of
Spain, and Charles the Twelfth of Sweden, Richard Plantagenet,
and Bonaparte in France. I applaud a sufficient man, an officer
equal to his office, captains, ministers, SBenators,

Mankind have in all ages attached themselves to a few persons,
who either by the quality of the idea they embody or by the large-
ness of their reception, were entitled to the position of leaders
and lawgivers. The veneration of mankind selects these for the
highest places. Witness the multitude of statues, pictures, and
memorials which recall their genius in every city, village, house,
and ship:

Even their phantoms arise before us,
Our lofty brothers, but one in blood;
At bed and table they lord it o'er us,
With looks of beauty, and words of good.

A GREAT, A WISE, AND A GOOD MAN

And so, my friends, we are here today in conformity with im-
memorial custom to honor the memory of a great, a wise, and a
good man, who rendered the greatest services to his country of
which we are today the beneficiaries.

I esteem it & special privilege to stand upon the soil of this
glorious free State of Maryland and pay tribute, though totally
inadequate, to the memory of a great man to whom we owe much,
John Hanson, one of the most illustrious of Maryland’s many
distinguished sons, President of the United States in Congress
assembled, 1781-82,

Limitations of time and place will not permit of an extensive
recital of the life, character, and achlevements of this distin-
guished man. Those who are interested and wish to pursue the
subject can find full information about him in the encyclopaedias,
and one or more recent books of his life.

GREAT MEN INSTINCTIVELY TURNED TO HIM

John Hanson, the progenitor of the President, was one of four
brothers of Swedish origin and ancestory, who came to this
country and settled in Maryland before the Revolution. His
father was connected with the SBwedish royal family, and was an
officer in the army of the intrepid Gustavus Adolphus. The
public life of John Hanson, the President, began in 1757 and
terminated only with his death, November 15, 1783, at the age
of 62 years and some months. He was always active in the soclal
and political life of Maryland to the infinite benefit and welfare
of the people of this State. When we remember the great men
who were his contemporaries, I can pay no greater tribute to his
character and ability than to remind you that after the procla-
mation of the Declaration of Independence and the organization
of a government to carry on the Revolution of the Colonies, these
great men of the time instinctively turned to him and elected
him President of the United States in Congress Assembled, under
the Articles of Confederation. Before this he had been chair-
man of the Committee of Observation for Frederick County, and
afterwards for what was known as the middle district. He was
one of three chosen by the Maryland convention to establish a
gun factory at Frederick, and the value of his services in providing
troops and ammunition in the Revolution was incalculable.

He was the father of nine children, and from them are de-
scended many distinguished Maryland families and some of the
most splendid names in the galaxy of Maryland's illustrious sons.
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A FORERUNNER OF SCANDINAVIAN IMMIGRATION

I wish particularly to remind you that he was a forerunner of
that mighty tide of Scandinavian immigration to America—a people
who so largely settled up the great Northwest, and who by their
industry, ability, and fine character have contributed so much to
ge ptl;o;perlty. the general welfare, and the stability of our common

un f

John Hanson and his contemporaries were confronted with great
questions and grave decisions, They fought a successful revolu-
tion and established upon this continent a government that has
been a model for mankind and the admiration of the world.

It must have been envisioned by the incomparable Pericles in
his funeral oration over the Athenian soldiers who fell in the first
year of the Peloponnesian War for, in speaking of the government
of Athens, he described with uncanny accuracy the Government of
the United States of today, which was established nearly 2,500
years after the delivery of his oration, He said:

"We are happy in a form of government which cannot envy the
laws of our neighbors, for it hath served as & model to others, but is
original in Athens. And this, our form, as committed not to the
few but to the whole body of the people, is called a democracy.
However diﬂ;erent l?o ever in a private capacity we all enjoy the
same genera uality our laws are fitted to preserve; superior
honors just ueqwe exy R " e

HISTORY REPEATS ITSELF

History, my friends, has a way of constantly repeating itself.
The problems and the evils, socially and pouttcg].ly.pt:f;t confront
one generation have a way of arising in subsequent generations,
perhaps in differing forms, but nonetheless b and menacing
to the social order and to the security of political institutions.

For the past 4 years our beloved country has been confronted
with conditions and problems arising therefrom that have caused
the stoutest hearts amongst us to quail and to wonder if under the
strain our social order and institutions will survive. In a way they
are as serious and menacing to us as were the questions of the
revolution and the bringing of order and government out of chaos
were to our forefathers.

HEROIC FORTITUDE AND COURAGE

They met the situation with heroic fortitude and courage and
overcame and conquered. Their example should give to us com-
fort, inspiration, and a courage equal to theirs. If we will but
follow in their footsteps and emulate their glorious example and
leadership, we too shall triumph, and government of the people,
by the people, and for the people will not perish from the earth; and
out of the disasters and the trials of today we shall emerge with
more just institutions and a higher and better civilization.

PrESIDENTS [oF THE UNITED STATES]| UNDER THE ARTICLES OF
CONFEDERATION

John Hanson, November 5, 1781,

Elias Boudinot, November 4, 1782.

Thomas Mifflin, November 3, 1783,

Richard Henry Lee, November 30, 1784.

Nathaniel Gorham, June 6, 1786.

Arthur 8t. Clair, February 2, 1787.

Cyrus Griffin, January 22, 1788.

Source: Fiske, Critical Period of American History, page 360.
[B303 F54.] :

ARTICLES OF CONFEDERATION

Agreed to by the Continental Congress, November 15, 1777, for
submission to the States for ratification.

Signed by the delegates from the several States, as follows:

New Hampshire, Massachusetts Bay, Rhode Island, Providence
Plantations, Connecticut, New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia, South
Carolina, July 9, 1778; North Carolina, July 21, 1778; Georgia, July
24, 1778; New Jersey, November 26, 1778, Delaware, May 5, 1779;
Maryland, March 1, 1781.

Congress met under the articles March 2, 1781.

Article 5, section 1: For the more convenient management of the
general interests of the United States, delegates shall be annually
appointed in such manner as the legislature of each State shall
direct, to meet in Congress on the first Monday in November of
every year, with a power reserved to each Btate to recall its dele-
gates, or any of them, at any time within the year, and to send
others in their stead, for the remainder of the year,

Bource: Select documents, History of the United States, 1776-
1861. Edited, Willlam MacDonald. New York, 1898, page 6. [E173
M13.]

[ Library of Congress. Journals of the Continental Congress, 1774-89.
Washington. Government Printing Office. 1912]

Volume XIX. January 1-April 23, 1781, Page 223:
“THE UNITED STATES IN CONGRESS ASSEMBLED," FRIDAY, MARCH 2, 1781

“The ratification of the Articles of Confederation being yester=-
day compleated by the accession of the State of Maryland:

“The United States met in Congress, when the following mem-
bers appeared:

“His excellency, Samuel Huntington, delegate for Connecticut,
President.”

! “The United States in Congress Assembled” was put at the head
of each page of the Journal, with occasional omissions, from this
date until August 1.
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Volume XX, April 24-July 22, 1781:
“FRIDAY, JULY 6, 1781

“The President [Samuel Huntington] having Informed the
United States in Congress Assembled that his ill state of health
will not permit him to continue longer in the exercise of the duties
of that office, and requested leave of absence:

“Ordered, That Monday next be assigned for electing a Presi-
dent” (p. T24).

“TUESDAY, JULY 10, 1781

“Mr. [Samuel] Johnston having declined to accept the office of
President, and offered such reasons as were satisfactory, the House
proceeded to another election; and, the ballots being taken, the
Honorable Thomas McEean was elected” (p. 733).

Vol. XXT. July 23-December 31, 1781:

"“MONDAY, NOVEMBER 5, 1781

(Delegates having been duly elected under the Articles of Con-
federation by the several States, and) “their credentials being read,
Congress proceeded to the election of a President; and the ballots
being taken, the Honorable John Hanson was elected” (p. 1100).

OFFICERS OF THE CONTINENTAL CONGRESS

1. Presidents:

Peyton Randolph, of Virginia? elected September 5, 1774.

Henry Middleton, of South Carolina, elected October 22, 1774.

Peyton Randolph,® of Virginla, elected May 10, 1775.

John Hancock, of Massachusetts, elected May 24, 1775.

Henry Laurens, of South Carolina, elected November 1, 1777.

John Jay, of New York, elected December 10, 1778.

Bamuel Huntington, of Connecticut, elected September 28, 1779.

Thomas McEean, of Delaware, elected July 10, 1781. (See art. 5,
sec. 1, Articles of Confederation.)

“Articles of Confederation adopted March 1, 1781, and first
President elected under its provisions first Monday in November
(November 5, 1781). (See art. 5, sec. 1.)"

John Hanson, of Maryland, elected November 5, 1781.

Elias Boudinot, of New Jersey, elected November 4, 1782.

Thomas Mifflin, of Pennsylvania, elected November 3, 1783,

Richard Henry Lee, of Virginia, elected November 30, 1784.

John Hancock,* of Massachusetts, elected November 23, 1785.

Nathaniel Gorham, of Massachusetts, elected June 6, 1786.

Arthur St. Clair, of Pennsylvania, elected February 2, 1787.

Cyrus Griffin, of Virginia, elected January 22, 1788.

2. Becretary:

Charles Thomson, of Pennsylvania, elected September 5, 1774.

There was no written constitution until the adoption of the
Articles of Confederation March 1, 1781,

Source: Biographical Directory of the American Congress, 1774-
1927, page 31. (U. 8. Government Printing Office, 1928. JE1010
As, Copy 12.)

BIBLIOGRAPHY

American Archives, volume I, series 4, pages 433, 986, 1173; vol-
ume IT (4), page 1044; volume III, (4), page 1660; volume IV (4),
pages 480, T11; volume V (4), pages 943, 1554, 1067, 47, 171  485;
volume I, series 5, pages 251, 326, 569, 594, 757, 831, 1134, 1190; vol-
ume II, series 5, page 2986.

Archives of Maryland, Maryland Historical Society. Council of
Bafety.

Bemis—The American Secretaries of State and Their Diplomacy,
volume I.

Baltimore Sun, December 13, 1931. John Hanson, a Patriot Dur-
ing the Revolution. A Constructive Statesman Afterward.

CoNGREsSSIONAL REecorp, Fifty-seventh Congress, second session,
page 1506. Dedication of statue of John Hanson in Hall of Fame,
United States Capitol. See Senate Document No. 13, Fifty-eighth
Congress, special session.

Dictionary of American Blography, 1932.

Danes, Edward Graham. Maryland in the Campaign, 1780-81.

Evening Star, Washington, D. C., February 15, 1932. BSeek Keccg-
nition for John Hanson.

Earle, Swepson, Chesapeake Bay Country.

Encyclopedia Britannica, fourteenth edition, 1928. John Han-
son.

Etting, Frank M. History of Independence Hall.

Fiske. Critical Period of American History.

Grosvenor, Dr, Gilbert, LL. D,, Litt. D. A Maryland Pilgrimage.
Volume LI, No. 2, February 1927. Natlonal Geographic Magaz:ne.

Hammon, J. M. Colonial Manslons of Maryland and Dela-
ware. (1914.)

Hanson, George A., Old Eent (1876).

Hart, Albert Bushnell, professor, American History, Harvard.
Address at Susquicentennial, Philadelphia, June 7, 19286.

Hart, Albert Bushnell, Epochs of American History.

' Hanson, Alexander Contee, Remarks on the Proposed Plan of a
Federal Constitution.

Enott, A. Leo, Contribution of Maryland to the Formation of the
Federal Union.

Kelly, Florence Finch, The New York Times, March 6, 1932, John
Hanson's Title To Be Called Our First President.

Maryland Senate and House Journals, 1757, 1758, 1761, 1763, 1765,
1766, 1767, 1768, 1777, 1778, 1779.

Maryland Gazette (Annapolis), November 27, 1783.

* Resigned October 22, 1774.

3 Died October 22, 1775.

‘Resigned May 29, 1786, never having served owing to continued
illness,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

7269

Morell, William N., One Hundred and Fiftieth Anniversary of the
Death of John Hanson. The Maryland Club Woman. Vol. VII,
No. 2, October 1933. Official Publication of the Maryland Federa-
tion of Women's Clubs.

McIllwanie, Dr. Henry R., Virginia State Librarian. Richmond
Times-Dispatch, Sunday, April 3, 1932. John Hanson, the First
President of Congress After the Adoption of the Articles of Con-
federation.

McMahon's History of Maryland.

Pennsylvania's Gazette, No. 2790, December 3, 1783.

Powell, H. F., Tercentenary History of Maryland (1925), Vol. IV.

Prince Georges Post, Thursday, February 18, 1932. John Hanson,
of Maryland, Hailed as First President.

Secarborough, Katherine, Homes of the Cavaliers, MacMillan Co.

Scharf, J. T., History of Western Maryland (1882).

Senate Document No. 13, Fifty-eighth Congress, special session.

Smith, Seymour Wemyss, John Hanson, Our First President, 1933,
Brewer, Warren & Putnam.

q ?parks. Jared, Diplomatic Correspondence of the American Revo-
ution.

The Sunday Star Magazine, Washington, D. C., April 17, 1932,
A President Before Washington.

Thomas, James Walter, Chronicles of Colonial Maryland,

United States CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, Congressman KvaLg, Janu-
ary 22, 1929, Seventieth Congress, second session, No. 25, page 2082,
Who Was Our First President?

United States Documents, Formation of the Union, 1927 (Con-
gressional Library, JE-11),

U;n;cé States Journals of Continental Congress, volumes 19, 20,
21, 22, 23.

United States Journals of Congress, 1781-82.

Williams, T. J. C., History of Frederick County, Md. (1910).

Washington Post, Washington, D. C., Sunday, November 26, 1932,
First President is Honcred.

Willstach, Paul, Tidewater Maryland.

Wharton, volumes VI and V, United States Revolutionary Diplo-
matic Correspondence.

Wilstach, Paul, Potomac Landings.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HiuL in the chair) as
in executive session, laid before the Senate messages from
the President of the United States submitting sundry nom-
inations, which were referred to the appropriate committees,

(For nominations this day received, see the end of Senate
proceedings.)

RECESS

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I move that the Senate
take a recess until tomorrow at 12 o’clock.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 15
minutes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until tomorrow,
Tuesday, May 24, 1938, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS
Ezxecutive nominations received by the Senate May 23 (legis=
lative day of April 20) 1938
UNITED STATES MARSHALS

William Ryan, of Illinois, to be United States marshal for
the eastern district of Illincis. Mr. Ryan is now serving in
this office under an appointment which expires May 25, 1938.

John M, Guay to be United States marshal for the district
of New Hampshire. Mr. Guay is now serving in this office
under an appointment which expires June 18, 1938.

POSTMASTERS
CALIFORNIA

Mary D. Briggs to be postmaster at Los Angeles, Calif,, in
place of H. B. R. Briggs, deceased.

Hyle W. Rapp to be postmaster at Loyalton, Calif., in place
of W. H. Rapp, resigned.

GEORGIA

Marion Lucas to be postmaster at Savannah, Ga., in place
of Marion Lucas. Incumbent’s commission expired January
30, 1938.

HAWAII

Kenichi Tomita to be postmaster at Puunene, Hawaii, in
place of J. F. Xavier. Incumbent’s commission expired April
27, 1936.

MINNESOTA

Anna C. Dallaire to be postmaster at Ah-gwah-ching, Minn.,
in place of A. C. Dallaire. Incumbent’s commission expired
January 31, 1938.
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Joseph G. McRaith to be postmaster at Belle Plaine, Minn,,
in place of J. G. McRaith. Incumbent’s commission expired
April 19, 1938.

Joseph C. McGowan to be postmaster at Benson, Minn., in
place of J. C, McGowan. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 13, 1938.

Timothy Hurley to be postmaster at Bird Island, Minn., in
place of Timothy Hurley. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 18, 1938.

Alta V. Mason to be postmaster at Blue Earth, Minn,, in
place of A. V. Mason. Incumbent’s commission expired April
19, 1938.

George H. Malven to be postmaster at Browerville, Minn.,
in place of G. H. Malven. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 18, 1938. :

Antoinette D. Hall to be postmaster at Campbell, Minn., in
place of A, D. Hall. Incumbent’s commission expires June
13, 1938.

Lambert J. Dols to be postmaster at Cologne, Minn., in
place of L. J. Dols. Incumbent's commission expired March
6, 1938.

John A, Oberg to be postmaster at Deerwood, Minn., in
place of J. A. Oberg. Incumbent’s commission expired March
20, 1938.

Edward C. Feely to be postmaster at Farmington, Minn.,
in place of E. C. Feely. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 13, 1938.

Robert H. Burrill to be postmaster at Hawley, Minn., in
place of R. H. Burrill, Incumbent’s commission expires June
18, 1938.

Martin T. Haley to be postmaster at Hibbing, Minn., in
place of M. T. Haley. Incumbent’s commission expires June
12, 1938.

Stella C. Olson to be postmaster at Karlstad, Minn., in
place of S. C. Olson. Incumbent’s commission expires June
18, 1938.

Ada L. Davies to be postmaster at Kasota, Minn., in place
of A. L. Davies. Incumbent's commission expires June 18,
1938.

Anton Malmberg to be postmaster at Lafayette, Minn., in
place of Anton Malmberg. Incumbent's commission expired
March 6, 1938.

George A. Boyd to be postmaster at Le Roy, Minn., in
place of G. A. Boyd. Incumbent’s commission expires June
13, 1938.

Leroy G. Schmalz, to be postmaster at Lester Prairie,
Minn., in place of L. G. Schmalz. Incumbent’s commission
expired April 19, 1938.

Arthur P. Rose to be postmaster at Marshall, Minn., in
place of A, P. Rose. Incumbent’s commission expires June
18, 1938.

James H. Pelham to be postmaster at Menahga, Minn,, in
place of J, H, Pelham. Incumbent’s commission expires June
13, 1938.

Milla Tagley to be postmaster at Mentor, Minn,, in place
of Milla Tagley. Incumbent’s commission expires June 18,
1938.

Nicholas D. Schons to be postmaster at Nicollet, Minn., in
place of N. D. Schons. Incumbent’s commission expires June
13, 1938.

Oliver W. Alvin to be postmaster at North Branch, Minn.,
in place of O. W. Alvin. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 13, 1938.

August M. Utecht to be postmaster at Richmond, Minn., in
place of A. M. Utecht, Incumbent’s commission expires June
13, 1938.

George Glotzbach to be postmaster at Sleepy Eye, Minn.,
in place of George Glotzbach. Incumbent’s commission ex-
pires June 13, 1938.

Andrew Reid to be postmaster at South St. Paul, Minn., in
place of Andrew Reid. Incumbent’s commission expired May
12, 1938.

Walter J. Mueller to be postmaster at Springfield, Minn.,
in place of W. J, Mueller. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 12, 1938.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

May 23

Andrew T. Sanvik to be postmaster at Starbuck, Minn., in
place of A. T. Sanvik. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 13, 1938.

Carl H. Ruhberg fo be postmaster at Storden, Minn., in
place of C. H. Ruhberg. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 13, 1938.

Elizabeth C. Bahr to be postmaster at Waconia, Minn., in
place of E. C. Bahr. Incumbent’s commission expires June
13, 1938.

Margaret J. McGarry to be postmaster at Walker, Minn.,
in place of M. J. McGarry. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 13, 1938, ;

Einar C. Wellin to be postmaster at Willmar, Minn., in
place of E. C. Wellin, Incumbent’s commission expires June
13, 1938.

William F. Sanger to be postmaster at Windom, Minn., in
place of W. F. S8anger, Incumbent’s commission expired May
12, 1938.

John R. Schisler to be postmaster at Winthrop, Minn., in
place of J. R. Schisler., Incumbent’s commission expires June
12, 1938.

Oscar W. Groth to be postmaster at Wright, Minn., in place
of Henry Groth, deceased.

MISSISSIPPI

Aubrey C. Grifin to be postmaster at Jackson, Miss., in
place of E. J. Hederman. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 1, 1938.

MONTANA

Frank X. Monaghan to be postmaster at Butte, Mont., in
place of F. X. Monaghan, Incumbent’s commission expired
May 1, 1938.

Oren D. Clement to be postmaster at Livingston, Mont., in
place of J. E, Swindlehurst, Jr., resigned.

NEBRASKA

Theresa Mullan to be postmaster at Boys Town, Nebr., in
place of P. J. Norton, resigned.

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Charles S. Stone to be postmaster at Andover, N. H., in
place of C. S. Stone. Incumbent’s commission expires June
13, 1938.

Roy T. Hildreth to be postmaster at Bethlehem, N, H,, in
place of R. T. Hildreth. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 6, 1938.

Edward J. Conley to be postmaster at East Kingston, N, H.,
Office became Presidential July 1, 1937.

Hazel J. Hayes to be postmaster at Rye Beach, N. H., in
place of H. J. Hayes. Incumbent’s commission expires June
6, 1938.

NEW JERSEY

Frederick W. Jacoby to be postmaster at Cliffside Park,
N. J., in place of T. V. Chieffo. Incumbent’s commission
expired May 10, 1938.

Thomas C. Birtwhistle to be postmaster at Englewood,
N. J,, in place of M. A. Whyard, transferred.

NEW YORK

Edward J. Seagert to be postmaster at Attica, N. ¥, in
place of E. J. Seagert. Incumbent’s commission expires May
28, 1938.

Frederic M. Buckley to be postmaster at Boonville, N. ¥.,
in place of F. M. Buckley. Incumbent’s commission expired
January 31, 1938.

Archie C. Montanye to be postmaster at Esperance, N. ¥.,
in place of H. H. Rockwell, resigned. .

Dennis W. Daly to be postmaster at Lockport, N. Y., in
place of D. W. Daly. Incumbent’s commission expired Janu-
ary 31, 1938.

Edward J. McSweeney to be postmaster at Long Lake, N. Y.,
in place of E. J, McSweeney. Incumbent’s commission ex-
pired January 31, 1938.

Dennis Shannon to be postmaster at New York Mills, N, Y.,
in place of Dennis Shannon. Incumbent’s commission ex-
pired January 31, 1938.
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Dennis T. Dillon, Jr., to be postmaster at Raquette Lake,
N. Y., in place of D. T. Dillon, Jr. Incumbent’s commission
expired January 31, 1938.

Thomas J. Reilly to be postmaster at Silver Springs, N. Y.,
in place of T. J. Reilly. Incumbent’s commission expired
January 31, 1938.

Nora E. Feeley to be postmaster at Skaneateles Falls, N. Y.,
in place of N. E. Feeley. Incumbent’s commission expired
January 31, 1938.

Philip J. Smith to be postmaster at Webster, N. ¥., in
place of P. J. Smith, Incumbent’s commission expired April
28, 1938.

NORTH CAROLINA

William R. Young to be postmaster at Badin, N. C,, in
place of W. R. Young. Incumbent’s commission expires May
29, 1938.

Zula S. Glovier to be postmaster at Catawba, N. C., in
place of Z. S. Glovier. Incumbent’s commission expires June
12, 1938.

Paul R. Younts to be postmaster at Charlotte, N. C,, in
place of P. R. Younts. Incumbent’s commission expires June
13, 1938.

Shepperd Strudwick to be postmaster at Hillsboro, N. C.,
in place of Shepperd Strudwick. Incumbent's commission
expires June 18, 1938.

Jennings M. Koontz to be postmaster at Kannapolis, N. C.,
in place of J. M. Koontz. Incumbent’s commission expired
April 27, 1938.

Carl H. Hand to be postmaster at Lowell, N. C, in place
of C. H. Hand. Incumbent’s commission expires June 18,
1938.

Robert T. Teague to be postmaster at Newland, N. C,, in
place of R. T. Teague. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 13, 1938.

NORTH DAKOTA

Orpheus H. Halverson to be postmaster at Northwood,
N. Dak., in place of F. G. Carman, removed.

Sadie E. Uggen to be postmaster at Woodworth, N. Dak.,
in place of C. O. Uggen, deceased.

OREGON

Mae M. Humphrey to be postmaster at Boring, Oreg., in
place of M. M. Humphrey. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 18, 1938.

Hampton T. Pankey to be postmaster at Central Point,
Oreg., in place of H. T. Pankey. Incumbent’s commission
expires June 18, 1938.

Albert H. Fasel to be postmaster at Estacada, Oreg., in
place of A. H. Fasel. Incumbent’s commission expires June
18, 1938.

Edwin Allen to be postmaster at Forest Grove, Oreg., in
place of Edwin Allen. Incumbent’s commission expired April
2, 1938.

Thomas R. Roe to be postmaster at Gaston, Oreg., in place
of T. R. Roe. Incumbent’s commission expires June 18, 1938.

Carl H. Massie to be postmaster at Grants Pass, Oreg., in
place of C. H. Massie. Incumbent’s commission expired
March 20, 1938.

Harold C. Kizer to be postmaster at Harrisburg, Oreg., in
place of H. C. Kizer, Incumbent’s commission expired May
2, 1938.

Winifred G. Wisecarver to be postmaster at McMinnville,
Oreg., in place of W. G. Wisecarver. Incumbent's commis-
sion expired March 20, 1938.

Oscar L. Groves to be postmaster at Monmouth, Oreg.,
in place of O. L. Groves. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 9, 1938.

Harvey C. Knapp to be postmaster at North Portland,
Oreg., in place of W. F. Coffey. Appointee not commis-
sioned.

Sadie B. Jones to be postmaster at Oakridge, Oreg., in
place of S. B. Jones. Incumbent’s commission expired Jan-
uary 30, 1938.

Henry R. Crawford to be postmaster at Salem, Oreg., in
place of H. R. Crawford. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 18, 1938.
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Ruby I. Loundree to be postmaster at Sandy, Oreg., in
place of R. I. Loundree. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 18, 1938.

Henry Alm to be postmaster at Silverton, Oreg., in place
of Henry Alm. Incumbent’s commission expires May 31,
1938. :

Frank H. Fawk to be postmaster at Willamina, Oreg., in
place of F. H. Fawk. Incumbent’s commission expires June
18, 1938.

Howard F. Butterfield to be postmaster at Woodburn,
Oreg., in place of H. F. Butterfield. Incumbent’s commission
expires June 18, 1938.

PENNSYLVANIA

L. Banks Wetzel to be postmaster at Beaver Springs, Pa.,
in place of J. F. Erdly, removed.

Harry E. Cuppett to be postmaster at Bedford, Pa., in place
of H. E. Cuppett. Incumbent’s commission expires June 6,
1938.

Elizabeth D. Bermingham to be postmaster at Blossburg,
Pa., in place of E. D. Bermingham. Incumbent’s commission
expires June 6, 1938.

Leo Walker to be postmaster at Clairton, Pa., in place of
Leo Walker. Incumbent’s commission expires June 18, 1938.

Earle H. Crummy to be postmaster at Dravosburg, Pa., in
place of E. H. Crummy. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 18, 1938.

Philip 8. McDermott to be postmaster at Duquesne, Pa.,
in place of P. 8. McDermott. Incumbent’s commission ex-
pires June 6, 1938.

Mayme A. Moore to be postmaster at Oakdale, Pa., in place
of M. A, Moore. Incumbent’s commission expires June 18,
1938.

PUERTO RICO

Teresa Melendez to be postmaster at Arroyo, P. R., in place
of Teresa Melendez. Incumbent’s commission expired May 2,
1938.

Cesar Rossy to be postmaster at Ciales, P. R., in place of
Cesar Rossy. Incumbent’s commission expires June 18, 1938.

Luis E. Kolb to be postmaster at Utuado, P. R., in place
of L. E. Kolb. Incumbent’s commission expired May 2, 1938.

RHODE ISLAND

Grace B. Almy to be postmaster at Little Compton, R. I.,
in place of G. B. Almy. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 18, 1938.

SOUTH DAKOTA

John Evans to be postmaster at Agar, S. Dak., in place
of John Evans. Incumbent’s commission expired May 15,
1938.

George E. Hagen to be postmaster at Armour, S. Dak., in
place of G. E. Hagen. Incumbent’s commission expires June
18, 1938.

Mary A. Hornstra to be postmaster at Avon, S. Dak., in
place of M. A. Hornstra. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 15, 1938.

Harm P. Temple to be postmaster at Davis, S. Dak., in
place of H. P. Temple. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 16, 1938.

Lulu A. Turner to be postmaster at Ethan, S. Dak., in
place of L. A. Turner. Incumbent's commission expired May
16, 1938.

Edward L. Fisher to be postmaster at Eureka, S. Dak., in
place of E. L. Fisher. Incumbent’s commission expired May
15, 1938.

Harold L. Fetherhuff to be postmaster at Herreid, S. Dak.,
in place of H. L. Fetherhuff. Incumbent’s commission ex-
pired March 22, 1938.

Edwin H. Bruemmer to be postmaster at Huron, 8. Dak.,
in place of E. H. Bruemmer. Incumbent's commission ex-
pired May 15, 1938.

Clarence W. Richards to be postmaster at Kimball, S. Dak.,
in place of C. W. Richards. Incumbent's commission expires
June 18, 1938,

Ella M. Ottum to be postmaster at Mellette, S. Dak., in
place of E. M, Ottum. Incumbent’s commission expired May
22, 1938.
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Josephine C. Eggerling to be postmaster at Orient, S. Dak.,
in place of J. C. Eggerling. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 18, 1938.

George L. Egan to be postmaster at Parker, S. Dak., in
place of G. L. Egan. Incumbent’s commission expired May
16, 1938.

Cleveland F. Brooks to be postmaster at Platte, S. Dak., in
place of C. F. Brooks. Incumbent’s commission expires June
6, 1938.

Fae Thompson to be postmaster at St. Lawrence, S. Dak.,
in place of Fae Thompson. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 18, 1938.

Philip A. McMahon to be postmaster at Salem, S. Dak,, in
place of P. A, McMahon. Incumbent's commission expired
May 15, 1938.

James Gaynor to be postmaster at Springfield, 8. Dak., in
place of James Gaynor. Incumbent’s commission expired
April 27, 1938.

William P. Smith to be postmaster at Stickney, S. Dak., in
place of W. P. Smith. Incumbent’'s commission expired May
15, 1938.

Orville U. Melby to be postmaster at Summit, S. Dak., in
place of O. U. Melby. Incumbent’s commission expires June
18, 1938.

Joseph 5. Petrik to be postmaster at Tabor, 8. Dak., in
place of J. S. Petrik. Incumbent’s commission expired May
15, 1938.

Kathryn M. McCoy to be postmaster at Tulare, S. Dak,, in
place of K. M. McCoy. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 18, 1938.

Matt McCormick to be postmaster at Tyndall, S. Dak., in
place of Matt McCormick. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 22, 1938.

WASHINGTON

Walter W. Lindley to be postmaster at St. John, Wash.,
in place of W. W. Lindley. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 18, 1938.

WISCONSIN

Albert Hess to be postmaster at Arcadia, Wis., in place of
Albert Hess. Incumbent's commission expires May 28, 1938.
- John F. Loschky to be postmaster at Arpin, Wis., in place
of J. F. Loschky. Incumbent’'s commission expires June 7,
1938.

Theodore E. Wozniak to be postmaster at Athens, Wis,, in
place of T. E. Wozniak. Incumbent’s commission expires
May 30, 1938.

“ Charles P. McCormick to be postmaster at Belleville, Wis.,
in place of C. P. McCormick. Incumbent’s commission ex-
pires June 15, 1938.

Edward R. Kranzfelder to be postmaster at Bloomer, Wis.,
in place of E. R. Kranzfelder. Incumbent's commission ex-
pires May 28, 1938.

George Heiderer to be postmaster at Butternut, Wis., in
place of George Heiderer. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 7, 1938. .

Alex G. Mohr to be postmaster at Cambria, Wis., in place
of A. G. Mohr. Incumbent’s commission expires May 30,
1938.

John 8. McHugh to be postmaster at De Pere, Wis., in place
of J. 8. McHugh. Incumbent’s commission expired May 15,
1938. e

August H. LaRenzie to be postmaster at Eagle River, Wis.,
in place of A. H. LaRenzie. Incumbent’s commission expired
February 10, 1938.

Ronald P. North to be postmaster at Eau Claire, Wis., in
place of R. F. North. Incumbent’s commission expired Feh-
ruary 20, 1938.

Tessa B. Morrissy to be postmaster at Elkhorn, Wis., in
place of T. B. Morissy. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 15, 1938.

Melvin I. Dunn to be postmaster at Fall River, Wis,, in
place of M, 1. Dunn. Incumbent’s commission expires June 8,
1938.
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Fern M. Dagnon to be postmaster at Ferryville, Wis., in
place of F. M. Dagnon. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 8, 1938.

Claude E. Rochon to be postmaster at Florence, Wis., in
place of C. E. Rochon. Incumbent’s commission expires June
18, 1938.

Matthew J. Hart to be postmaster at Glidden, Wis., in place
of M. J. Hart. Incumbent's commission expires June 12, 1938,

Reginald L. Barnes to be postmaster at Greenwood, Wis.,
in place of R. L. Barnes. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 12, 1938.

James R. Alexander to be postmaster at Hayward, Wis., in
place of J. R. Alexander. Incumbent's commission expired
March 22, 1938,

Carl J, Mueller to be postmaster at Jefferson, Wis., in place
of C. J. Mueller. Incumbent’s commission expires May 28,
1938.

Frank Heppe fto be postmaster at Kewaskum, Wis., in
place of Frank Heppe. Incumbent’s commission expired
April 28, 1938.

Wenzel M. Dvorak to be postmaster at La Crosse, Wis., in
place of W. M. Dvorak. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 12, 1938.

Frank M. Doyle to be postmaster at Ladysmith, Wis., in
place of F. M. Doyle. Incumbent’s commission expired May
15, 1938.

May K. Powers to be postmaster at Lake Geneva, Wis.. in
place of M. K. Powers. Incumbent’s commission expires May
30, 1938.

Walter E. Smith to be postmaster at Lodi, Wis., in place
of W. E. Smith. Incumbent’s commission expires June 8,
1938.

Ruth 8. Foley to be postmaster at Maiden Rock, Wis., in
place of R. S. Foley. Incumbent's commission expires June
18, 1938.

Thomas F. McDonald to be postmaster at Marshfield, Wis.,
in place of T. F. McDonald. Incumbent’s commission expired
March 22, 1938.

John K. Wotruba to be postmaster at Milladore, Wis., in
place of J. K. Wotruba. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 12, 1938,

Roswell 8. Richards to be postmaster at Monticello, Wis.,
in place of R. 8. Richards. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 12, 1938.

Axel L. Olson to be postmaster at Mountain, Wis., in place
of A. L. Olson. Incumbent’s commission expires May 30,
1938.

Nicholas Abler to be postmaster at Mount Calvary, Wis., in
place of Nicholas Abler. Incumbent’s commission expired
April 28, 1938.

Lillian N. Hughes to be postmaster at New Richmond, Wis.,
in place of L. N. Hughes. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 15, 1938.

John W, Johnson to be postmaster at Pepin, Wis., in place
of J. W. Johnson. Incumbent’s commission expires June 12,
1938.

Rudolph I. Baumann to be postmaster at Phillips, Wis., in
place of Joe Kolar, removed.

John P. Pabst to be postmaster at Pittsville, Wis,, in
place of J. P. Pabst. Incumbent’s commission expires June
12, 1938,

Louis H. Schultz to be postmaster at Reedsburg, Wis., in
place of L. H. Schultz. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 15, 1938,

Adelbert O. Randall to be postmaster at Rosendale, Wis.,
in place of A. O. Randall. Incumbent’s commission expires
May 30, 1938.

William J. Corry to be postmaster at South Milwaukee,
Wis., in place of W. J. Corry. Incumbent's commission
expired March 22, 1938.

Louis J. Thompson to be postmaster at Spocner, Wis.,
in place of L. J. Thompson. Incumbent’s commission
expired March T, 1938.
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John C, Reinke to be postmaster at Stone Lake, Wis,
in place of J. C. Reinke. Incumbent’s commission expired
March 7, 1938.

Bethel W. Robinson to be postmaster at Superior, Wis.,
in place of B. W. Robinson. Incumbent’s commission ex-
pires May 28, 1938.

Alfred H. Hadler to be postmaster at Thiensville, Wis.,
in place of A. H. Hadler.
May 30, 1938.

William S. Wagner to be postmaster at Thorp, Wis., in
place of W. S. Wagner. Incumbent’s commission expires
June 12, 1938.

Louis H. Rivard to be postmaster at Turtle Lake, Wis.,
in place of L. H. Rivard. Incumbent's commission expired
April 13, 1938.

Elmer A. Peterson to be postmaster at Walworth, Wis.,
in place of E. A. Peterson. Incumbent’s commission expires
May 30, 1938.

John T, O’Sullivan to be postmaster at Washburn, Wis.,
in place of J. T. O'Sullivan. Incumbent’'s commission ex-
pires May 30, 1938.

Edward A. Peters to be postmaster at Waterloo, Wis,, in
place of E. A. Peters. Incumbent's commission expires
May 28, 1938.

James W. Carew to be postmaster at Waupaca, Wis., in
place of J. W. Carew. Incumbent’s commission expired
May 15, 1938.

Frank P. McManman to be postmaster at Wisconsin Dells,
Wis., in place of F. P. McManman. Incumbent’'s commis-
sion expires June 12, 1938.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
MonDAY, MAY 23, 1938

The House met at 12 o’cleck noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D,
offered the following prayer:

Thou, who hast dealt so bountifully with us, O God, have
mercy upon us; according unto the multitude of Thy tender
mercies, blot out our transgression. Thou who hast put eter-
nity in the hearts of men, enable us to overcome evil with
good. Disclose unto us the enchanted dominion of a Chris-
tianized heart and mind. At the beginning of this day and
week may our souls find whiteness, our minds unity, and our
hearts forgiveness. We pray that the Great Shepherd may
lead us into the fields of humanity waiting for our guidance
and our help. Having been commissioned and honored, our
Father, may we see the afflictions of our people, hear their
appeals, realize their conditions, and work out the Master's
definition of a good and a great life. May we deliver them
into paths leading to homes of happiness, where tearful eyes
become tearless, stormy words melt into peace, and sore
hearts are mended. May the blessings of Almighty God
abide with our President, our Speaker, and the Congress that
our whole realm may be blest and satisfied. In the name
of our dear Redeemer. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Friday, May 20, 1938,

was read and approved.
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr. St. Claire, one of its
clerks, announced that the Senate had passed without amend-
ment a bill of the House of the following title:

H.R.10704. An act to amend section 4132 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended.

The message also announced that the Senate agrees to the

amendment of the House to the amendment of the Senate to
the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 678) making an additional

appropriation for grants to States for unemployment com-
pensation administration, Social Security Board, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1938.
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COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Committee on Claims may be discharged from
the further consideration of the bill (S. 3104) for the pay-
ment of awards and appraisals heretofore made in favor of
citizens of the United States on claims presented under the
General Claims Convention of September 8, 1923, United
States and Mexico, and that the bill may be referred to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs. I have been in communica-
tion with the Committee on Claims about this matter and I
believe its reference to the Committee on Claims was in
error. There is no objection to its being rereferred.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. Spence asked and was given permission to revise and
extend his own remarks in the REcCORrD.

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the REcorp and include therein a letter
from the director of music of the Pittsburgh public schools.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no cbjection,

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for 5 seconds.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. ANDERSON of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, proof of sabo-
tage against aircraft being manufactured for the United
States Army Air Corps is contained in the National Labor
Relations Board case against the Northrup Division of the
Douglas Aircraft Co., Inc., which is now under consideration
by the National Labor Relations Board.

On page 255 of the official report of proceedings of the
Northrup case before the National Labor Relations Board,
which case is known as Case No. XXI-C-551, the Northrup
attorney presented a letter addressed to the Northrup Divi-
sion, signed by H. H. Wolf, major, Air Corps representative,
on date September 14, 1937, regarding contract W-535, AC
8323, in which Major Wolfe notified the company that the
Army would not accept any more airplanes under the contract
unless certain guaranties were made.

“The resumption of acceptance of airplanes manufactured en
contract,” Major Wolfe said, “is dependent on your ability to
demonstrate to this office that each airplane is free from malicious
tampering and of the highest degree of workmanship” (p. 258
of official record). 2

Facts in the Northrup case are these:

The Northrup Co. had considerable labor difficulty and
sabotage in the building and manufacture of aircraft for the
United States Army and the United States Navy, as well as
for some of the South American republics. No settlement
could be made and work proceed on a satisfactory basis, so
Donald Douglas, the president of the company, closed the
Northrup plant. It remained shut down several weeks.
Some time before its opening, a group of the workers pre-
sented to Mr. Douglas a plea to reopen the plant and set forth
on their part a willingness to abide by certain rules and
regulations which are essential in aireraft manufacturing
plants. It was agreed that those returning to work would
make a contract in which they agreed to abide by certain
rules and posted a $15 bond with the Northrup Co. to insure
their good faith.

The Labor Board hearing was on the complaint that the
contract, as signed by those who returned to work, was a
violation of the Wagner Act.

As their complaining witness they had one Allen E. Reiss.
Riess testified that he did not return to the plant for em-
ployment when called, as did the other workers, but waited
until a few days later. He took witnesses with him and told
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the employment man that he would not sign the working
agreement as he thought it was a violation of his rights
guaranteed under the Wagner Act.

As to the sabotage in the plant, it is well known in military
circles that rags were stuck in gasoline tanks, and other
acts of sabotage committed on the new A-17-A attack planes,
which are among the very latest of the general headquarters
Air Force's arms. Even those unfamiliar with aircraft and
their operation know that this Government cannot afford to
have sabotage around an airplane factory in any form. The
Nation depends upon airplanes for its national security, the
pilots who fly them depend upon their structural strength and
intelligent workmanship for the safety of their lives, and it
is apparent that the utmost care must be taken to prevent
any activity against our aircraft industry.

The attention of the House has been called to the sabotage
in the Douglas case in which it was proved that a convicted
alien was ordered rehired by the N. L. R. B. despite his
actions of violence in the plant where the B-18 bombers were
being constructed. You were also told of the Labor Board
ordering rehired with back pay a man by the name of Racine
who stripped the bolts on the bomb racks of the B-18 bomber.
This man was ordered rehired with back pay despite the fact
that Army and Navy experts testified it was virtually impos-
sible to strip these bomb-rack bolts unless there was malice
aforethought and intention of sabotage. I say to you now,
Mr. Speaker, that the Nation must take some action to insure
against this sabotage in our aircraft factories. The aero-
nautical industry plays too important a part in our national
defense to take the slightest chance with it.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and include therein an
address I delivered on Saturday at the dedication of the
Indianapolis Federal building; also an address by Postmaster
General Farley and one or two other very brief addresses in
the same connection.

Mr, RICH. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, by
whom was the second address delivered?

Mr. LUDLOW. Hon. James A, Farley, Postmaster General
of the United States.

Mr. RICH. Was the address delivered here in Wash-
ington?

Mr. LUDLOW. In Indianapolis, Ind.

Mr. RICH. That gentleman is traveling all over the coun-
try all the time, and every day somebody wants to place in
the Recorp a speech by him. Is the Postmaster General
attending to his duties here in the Post Office Department or
is he running around over the country making political
speeches for the Democratic National Committee?

Mr. LUDLOW. I may say to the gentleman this is an en-
tirely new speech by Mr. Farley, and it was delivered in the
course of his official duties in the dedication of a Federal
building.

Mr, RICH. I am glad he is attending to his duties.

" Mr, TABER. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker,
I understand a Budget estimate is being sent here asking us
to appropriate about $500,000 beyond the amount appropri-
ated last year to take care of the cost of printing speeches
that are placed in the Appendix. I believe we ought to begin
to be careful about what is being placed in the REcorp.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. KRAMER. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the REcorp on an article regarding
the United States Housing Authority and slum clearance, and
to include therein an article that appeared in the Journal of
Home Economics.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and include therein a radio
address recently delivered by me in Philadelphia.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection,

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the REcorp by inserting an address by
Mr. Brenckman, of the National Grange, in which he dis-
cusses the wage and hour bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I simply wish to call the
attention of the House to the fact that our colleague the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Binperur] is to deliver five
consecutive lectures on the subject of money on the floor of
this House after the proceedings of the day are over, be-
ginning this afternoon and continuing through and includ-
ing Friday. To those who have not made a special study of
the subject, these lectures will be full of meat for our con-
sideration.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp and include therein an
article by Mr. Arthur Krock, who discusses an amendment
I myself introduced to the relief bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. PAREDES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to extend my remarks in the Recorp on the relations between
the United States and the Philippine Islands.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
Commissioner from the Philippines?

There was no objection.

THE WAGE AND HOUR EILL

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, under rule XXVII of the
House, I call up the motion to discharge the. Committee on
Rules from further consideration of House Resolution 478.

The Clerk read the resolution, as follows:

House Resolution 478

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be
in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration
of B. 2475, an act to provide for the establishment of fair labor
standards in employments in and affecting interstate commerce, and
for other purposes, and all points of order against said bill are
hereby waived. That after general debate, which shall be confined
to the bill and continue not to exceed 4 hours, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and ranking minori
member of the Committee on Labor, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the b-minute rule. It shall be in order to con-
sider without the intervention of any point of order the substitute
amendment recommended by the Committee on Labor, and such
substitute for the purpose of amendment shall be considered under
the 5-minute rule as an original bill. At the conclusion of such
consideration the Committee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have been adopted, and the
previous question shall be consldered as ordered on the bill and
the amendments thereto to final passage without intervening mo-
tion except one motion to recommit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER. The guestion is whether the House will
discharge the Committee on Rules from the further consider-
ation of the resolution.

Under the rules the gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs,
Norton] is entitled to 10 minutes and some member of the
Committee on Rules opposed to the resolution is entitled to
10 minutes,

Does the gentleman from New York, chairman of the
Committee on Rules, desire recognition in opposition to the
resolution?

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York, Mr. Speaker, I cannot
qualify in opposition because I am whole-heartedly in favor
of the bill.

The SPEAEKER. The gentleman from Georgia?
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Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I am proud to say I am in position
to qualify. I claim the time and will yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Georgia for 10 minutes in opposition to the resolution,
and the gentlewoman from New Jersey is now recognized for
10 minutes.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, on May 24, 1937, the President sent a message
to Congress requesting legislation to protect that large group
of our citizens who are working under substandard labor
conditions. As a result of that message a bill was intro-
duced—H. R. 7200—upon which joint hearings were held with
the Senate. Following the hearings this bill was considered
by the Committee on Labor, but before final determination
on it was reached the Senate passed its wage and hour bill,
S. 2475, which was referred to the House Committee on Labor.
In order to expedite passage of the bill the House committee
substituted the Senate bill for its bill. The bill was reported
to the House on August 6, 1937. The Rules Committee re-
fused to give us a rule, and a petition was placed on the
Speaker’s desk on November 16, 1937. The required names
were placed on that petition and the wage and hour bill was
therefore brought up in the House for debate on December 13,
1937. As you all know, the bill was under consideration in
the House from the 13th of December through the 17th.
During that time opponents of wage and hour legislation
adopted the procedure of amending the bill until it had been
stripped of its effectiveness, and on December 17, by a vote
of 216 to 198, the bill was recommitted.

I cannot help but feel that many Members voted for re-
committal because the bill contained differentials and because
they honestly believed that that was not the proper type of
wage and hour legislation.

When the House reconvened for the third session of the
Seventy-fifth Congress the President again asked for a wage
and hour bill, and your Labor Committee again started con-
sideration of S, 2475. We studied the bill from every angle,
weighed carefully all schools of thought on this subject, and
finally arrived at the conclusions now contained in the bill
you have before you. It is entirely different in form, method
of administration, and philosophy from that presented to
you at the special session. We believe that it meets the ob-
jections which many reasonable Members presented during
the consideration of the last bill, and we further believe it
to be an equitable and fair bill to regulate labor practices
of industries engaged in inferstate commerce.

Notwithstanding all of this, and notwithstanding the fact
that the bill was recommitted presumably for redraft, which
we surely accomplished, the bill was again denied a rule.
This time a hearing was given the Labor Committee, at which
many members of the Labor Committee testified, but when
the vote was taken in the Rules Committee we were again
denied a rule.

Mr. Speaker, although I had said when the bill was recom-
mitted last year that I would never place another petition
on the desk, I knew that House sentiment was so strongly in
favor of a wage and hour bill this year that I decided to
break my word and again place the petition on the desk. I
did not feel that I could stand in the way of Members who
were anxiously waiting for a chance to vote for wage and
hour legislation, nor did I feel that I was morally justified in
denying to the workers of this country a chance for better
working conditions, which so many of them now lack because
of the unscrupulous practices indulged in by chiseling em-
ployers.

I know that I need not remind you Members of the House
of the unprecedented success with which that petition met.
In 2 hours and 20 minutes on May 6, 218 names were affixed
to the petition. Many other Members who were anxious to
sign were not able to do so because the necessary signatures
had been secured.

I feel that I need make no plea to the membership of the
House to vote to discharge the Rules Committee from the
resolution providing for the consideration of the wage and
LXXXIIT—459
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hour bill. I know that most of you join me in my desire to
see the ill-treated workers of the country given the rights and
privileges which are actually theirs. I therefore ask you to
vote to discharge the Rules Committee from consideration of
the resolution when the proper time arrives. [Applause.l

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of my time to the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. O'CoNNoR].

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, I reserve my
time until the 10 minutes in opposition has been taken.

Mr. COX. Now, Mr. Speaker, will the advocates of this
resolution be permitted to split the time allotied to them in
such a manner as to claim both the opening and the conclu-
sion of the debate on this proposition? I insist, Mr. Speaker,
that the proper practice and the fair thing to do is for the
committee sponsoring this bill to proceed to exhaust the time
given it.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state in answer to the
statement of the gentleman from Georgia which the Chair
takes as a parliamentary inguiry, that the practice hereto-
fore has been that on discharge motions the proponents and
opponents of the measure shall have the right to allot their
time as they see fit. Under the procedure heretofore followed
the proponents of the motion to discharge will be entitled to
conclude the debate. This is in conformity with the prece-
dents and practices heretofore prevailing.

Mr, COX. Is that the position now taken by the Speaker
on this propesition, that the proponents shall have both the
opening and the conclusion of the debate?

Mr. SABATH. That is the usual practice, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. This ruling is not initiated by the pres-
ent occupant of the chair. This question has been up be-
fore and it was determined by Mr. Speaker Garner when the
same question arose that the right to close the 20 minutes
debate on a motion to discharge a committee is reserved to
the proponents of the motion, which is the identical guestion
here presented.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I yield my 10 minutes to my col-
league, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dies].

Mr. DIES. Mr. Spesker, ladies and gentlemen of the
House, the original House bill, which was recommitted on
December 17, 1937, was all flexibility—the present bill is all
inflexibility. 'The bill we recommitted represented one ex-
treme in legislation, while the bill we will presently consider
represents another extreme. Under the former bill a board
or administrator could fix wages from 1 cent to 40 cents an
hour and could fix hours from 40 on without any limitation.
This bill represented an unprecedented concentration of
power in a Federal bureau. Because the country revolted
against this dangerous delegation of power in a Federal
bureaucracy, the Labor Committee veered to the other ex-
treme with reference to wages and hours, but at the same
time retained the same vicious principle of vesting wide dis-
cretionary power in a nonelective Cabinet officer. The pres-
ent bill has one thing in common with the recommitted bill:
It reveals the same stubborn and persistent attempt to dele-
gate vast diseretionary power in Miss Perkins to determine
what industries shall come under the act, to determine what
retailing establishments shall be subject to the act, and to
make exemptions in favor of apprentices and persons who are
physically and mentally incapacitated to do efficient work.

Between these two extremes there must be a middle ground
that we can all cceupy. I do not believe that anyone can
deny that there must be some flexibility with reference to
wages and hours. Even the Government attorneys who
appeared before the committee made this very eclear, and
ardent new dealers, such as Robert Jackson and Ben Cohen,
testified before the committee that some provision would have
to be made for fact finding in order for the bill to have any
chance to be declared valid. It must be remembered that the
Supreme Court has never, directly nor indirectly, recognized
the right of Congress to enact Federal wage and hour legis-
lation, The furthest that the Court has ever gone was to
approve State statutes which provided for fact-finding com-
missions. In the States which have minimum-wage and
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maximum-hour laws, such as New York, flexibility was’ pro-
vided, and as a result there are differentials throughout the
State.

I want to make it clear that I am not asking or seeking any
differentials for the South. I am not asking for any special
treatment for the South. I believe that southern labor is
entitled to the highest wage that an industry can pay and still
operate with reasonable profit. If an industry in my section
of the country can pay 40 cents an hour, it should do so.
If it can pay 70 cents an hour, it should do so. But I do
contend that every industry, regardless of where it is situated,
should be able to appear before some decentralized agency to
present the facts and arguments if it contends that it cannot
pay the 40 cents an hour. If the industry can, as a matter of
fact, pay the 40 cents, the decentralized agency, or ultimately
the Secretary of Labor of the United States, will order it to
do so. The laboring people will lose nothing by giving the
industries this day in court, and I am convinced that unless
this is done the act will be declared invalid.

I believe that a limited flexibility can be provided that will
afford some ground for compromise of this controversial issue.
The platform of the Democratic Party of 1936, with reference
to wages and hours, contains the following language:

Transactions and activities which inevitably overflow Btate bound-
aries call for both State and Federal treatment.

In order to advance some plan of compromise I have pre-
pared and printed in the CowcressionalL REecorp several
amendments. I sent a copy of these amendments to every
Member of the House and of the Senate. I do not claim that
these amendments are free from objections, but I am advanc-
ing them with the hopes that some compromise can be reached
that will avoid a bitter fight in the Senate and further mis-
understanding between Democrats. My principal amendment
provides that an employer may apply to his State labor com=~
missioner, or other State agency designated by law, for the
fixation of a wage and hour scale in accordance with facts
and circumstances of his particular case. A public hearing is
had and the record is reported by an official reporter, and only
in the event that the labor commissioner, or other State
agency designated by law, finds that the request of the em-
ployer is justified upon the grounds enumerated in the amend=~
ment can he fix the wage and hour scale. In no event can
he fix a wage less than 25 cents an hour or a workweek more
than 44 hours per week. Most of the States of the Union
have labor commissioners, Some 20 States have minimum
wage and maximum hour boards already in operation. My
amendment does not involve the creation of any new bureau.
It merely proposes to use the agencies now existing and to
give the States some voice in the determination of wages and
hours within its own boundaries. -

In order to safeguard against abuse, favoritism, or wide
differentials with respect to States, I have provided that the
record of the hearing before the State agency, together with
the order, shall be immediately transmitted to the Secretary
of Labor of the United States and that she can reverse or
modify the order of the State agency if she finds that his
order was not supported by the evidence. Like the present
bill, I provide for an appeal to the circuit court of appeals by
any aggrieved employer.

The virtue of this plan is that it carries out the Democratic
platform pledge of 1936 and at the same time provides for
limited flexibility in accordance with the messages of the
President on the subject, and the opinions of the Government
attorneys that such flexibility is essential to the enactment of
a valid law.

I feel that a State agency would be more accessible to an
employer than a Federal agency and it would understand the
needs and circumstances of each particular case better than
some Federal bureau. I also believe that the recognition of
the States in the wage and hour set-up would be a safeguard
against concentration of undue power in Washington and
would provide a wise distribution of such power so as to create
and maintain the necessary checks and balances. It would
encourage the States to enact minimum wage and maximum
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hour laws dealing with intrastate commerce. At the same
time the ultimate control placed in the hands of the Secre-
tary of Labor of the United States would safeguard against
wide discrepancies, inequalities, and State favoritism.

The fact that neither the State nor Federal agency can fix
wages less than 25 cents an hour and hours more than 44
hours in any one week provides a definite floor for wages and
a definite ceiling for hours. I think that we can all agree
that any industry that serves a useful economic purpose
should be able to pay this wage and operate on this workweek.

I am also proposing an amendment that will make all
industries engaged in interstate commerce subject to the act,
and will take away from the Secretary of Labor the right to
determine what industries come under the act. The present
provision constitutes a dangerous and unnecessary delegation
of power to the Secretary of Labor and even though Members
may have confidence in the present Secretary of Labor, they
have no assurance that some future Secretary of Labor might
not use this power to the very detriment of labor.

The present provision will bring about inequalities and
injustices. Under the bill, the Secretary is directed to hold
hearings with respect to all the numerous industries of the
country and as soon as practicable to issue orders determin-
ing whether or not such industries shall be subject to the
act. After she issues an order with respect to an industry
the act will then become effective at such time not more
than 120 days after such order has been issued. The Secre-
tary may fix one date for the act to become effective as to
one industry, and another date for another industry, or since
hearings have to be held with respect to each industry, great
intervals of time may intervene between the date when the
act is made effective as to one industry and that which may
be made as to some other industry. The two industries may
in fact be competitive and this would bring about inequal-
ities and injustices. - An industry may appeal to the courts
and the court may order a stay of the Secretary’s order,
thereby postponing the effective date as to some industry
while some other industry may not have the benefit of such
stay or postponement.

In a letter addressed to Miss Perkins, I pointed out these
administrative difficulties and in reply she made the follow-
ing suggestion:

Before concluding, I desire to suggest that the administrative
difficulties which are raised by questions considered in (7), (8),
and (9) could be avoided by amendments which would eliminate
from the bill section 6 and other provisions which contemplate
that the Secretary of Labor shall determine what industries are
affecting commerce. As the bill is now drafted this determination
is necessary because the criminal prohibition is placed on employ-
ment at less than a specified wage, etc., in industries affect
commerce, As no employer would know whether he was e
in an industry “affecting commerce,” the hearing and notification
must be provided as a legal and practical necessity.

It is belleved that the same results which this legislation seeks
to achieve, that is the establishment of a flat minimum wage and
maximum hour standards, could be obtained by rewriting the pen-
alty section so as to place the principal prohibition not upon
employment at wage rates less than those specified, but upon the
transportation, shipment, delivery, or sale of goods into interstate
or foreign commerce When such goods are produced by employees
receiving less than the statutory minimum wage, etc. No notice
or hearing would be necessary if this technique were employed, as
every employer would know that his goods could not move in the
channels of interstate commerce unless he observed the wage and
hour and child labor requirements of the law. The technique
suggested was the one used in the child labor law of 1916 (39
Stat. 675). While this act was, as you know, declared unconstitu-
tional in the case of Hammer v. Dagenhart (247 U, 8. 251) In a
5-4 decision, it seems reasonably certain that the Supreme Court
today would follow the reasoning of Justice Holmes' dissent and
uphold such a statute. This assumption is warranted by recent

decislons of the Supreme Court construing the powers of the
National Labor Relations Board such as Jones and Laughlin Steel

Corporation v. National Labor Relations Board (301 U. 8. 1).

Therefore, even the Secretary of Labor will approve the
amendment which I have offered and which is in line with
her suggestions.

I have also proposed an amendment to provide that over-
time employment can ondy be permitted in the case of emer-
gency work. I have defined “emergency work” to mean any
work necessary for the protection or preservation of life or
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health, for the prevention of damage to property, or for
maintenance or repair of property or equipment, or made
necessary in the due course and conduct of production and
to avoid undue disruption of business. The purpose of this
amendment is to prevent any employer from exercising fa-
voritism in favor of certain of his employees as against others.
The object of the hour limitation is to spread employment
and furnish greater opportunities for work. I do not think,
therefore, that overtime employment should be permitted
except in emergency work.

I am offering also an amendment which is as follows:

Any person in any State subject to this act who shall evade or
attempt to evade the provisions of this act by increasing charges
for housing, fuel, and lights furnished to his employees, or who
shall decrease the wages of any of his employees now receiving in
excess of the minimum wage provided in this act in order to offset
the increase in the wages of those who receive less than the mini-
mum provided in this bill, shall be deemed guilty of the violation
of this act, and upon conviction shall be punished in accordance
with the provisions of section 14. .

The need of this amendment should be apparent to every-
one. I have statistics which show that hundreds of indus-
tries now furnish either free or at a nominal cost, housing,
fuel, and lights. It is plain to see that chiseling employers
will increase these charges for housing, fuel, and lights in
order to offset the increase in the wages of those who re-
ceive less than the minimum provided in the bill, and legiti-
mate employers will be placed at a great disadvantage and
in the end the act will be so completely evaded that it will
amount to nothing.

Mr. Harry W. Acreman, executive secretary of the Texas
State Federation of Labor, in a letter to me dated May 19,
1938, said that:

Consideration should be given in the bill to the possibility of a
chiseling employer defeating the purpose of the act by the subter-
fuge of service charges, and while we are on this question, I
believe this is one of the most destructive conditions we have in
the South, and particularly in Texas, where the employer, through
furnishing services or conducting commissaries, maintains a con=-
dition of employment that is virtually peonage. .

I have also proposed an amendment which exempts from
the bill any employer who maintains either voluntarily or
under collective bargaining contract with the union of his
employees a higher minimum wage and shorter maximum
hours than that provided in the bill. Mr, William Green,
president of the American Federation of Labor, demanded a
similar amendment to the original House bill before he would
endorse it. The refineries in my district now pay a higher
minimum wage than that provided in this bill and have a
shorter workweek. If this bill goes into effect, it will apply
to these refineries since they are certainly engaged in inter-
state commerce. What the effect of this bill will be on the
employees in these refineries no one can predict. However,
I wish to quote at length from a statement by Mr. H. C.
Fremming, president of the International Oil Workers Union,
who insisted that the Black-Connery bill be amended to take
care of the petroleum industry. The following is his state-
ment, which will be found on page 363 of the Appendix of
the Recorp, Seventy-fifth Congress, second session:

The petroleum industry made an extraordinary adjustment of
hours of employment under the National Industrial Recovery Act,
Code of Fair Competition for the Petroleum Industry, signed by
the President August 19, 1983, and as a result of 36-hour work-
week insofar as employees, other than clerical, are concerned be-
came the maximum hours of work for the entire industry and for
the most part has continued in effect throughout the industry.
There are, however, a few of the smaller companies that have con-
ducted themselves beyond the law and failed, both under the
code of fair competition as well as now, to observe the universal
application of the 36-hour workweek.

The proposed wage and hour bill provides for a 40-hour maxi-
mum workweek and a 40-cent minimum hourly rate. If this be-
comes the law of the land without suitable amendment applying
particularly to the petroleum industry, it will defeat the very pur-
pose that the act intends to accomplish, that is, added employ=-
ment. The act would reduce the employment load in the pe-

troleum industry approximately 18 percent, because the Industry
would take advantage of the specific fact that they have gone
from 36 hours’ employment as a standard week to 40 hours by
direction of the Congress of the United States.
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exist within the industry establishing 30 hours as a maximum
workweek, these companies would be faced with an unfair com-
petitive relation with other ofl companles if they attempted to
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maintain, by virtue of collective barg , 36 hours as against
a 40-hour week that would become effective with the adoption of
the bill by the Congress.

It is because of this special situation applying to the great
petroleum Iindustry that the attached amendment is proposed.
All Congressmen coming from oil-producing and refining centers,
such as the great refineries on the Atlantic seaboard, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, Gulf coast, Great Lakes, and Pacific coast, would be
a party to increasing the hours of employment of their constitu-
ents 4 hours per week if they voted for the bill without the pro=-
posed amendment applying to the petroleum industry.

The 36-hour workweek in the petroleum industry is an accepted
principle, and surely the great arm of the Federal Government
is not going to be used to disturb this equitable principle which
ﬁ:‘n nlt;weropemting favorably both to the employee and to the

Ilt’ isybecmuse of the unique situation as it affects the petroleum
industry where we have weekly hours of employment less than the
bill provides that we urge this special amendment to safeguard
this forward-looking program established in 1933.

I understand that my colleague the Honorable Lyre H.
Boren will again offer the amendment requested by the Oil
Workers’ International Union. This amendment was offered
to the original Black-Connery bill but was defeated by a
slight margin.

When the Rules Committee was requested to grant a rule
upon this bill, we were told that the granting of the rule
did not mean that we approved the bill; that the bill could
be amended, recommitted, or defeated in the House. Even
the President in his letter to Mrs. NorToN emphasized that
the bill could be amended. However, as many predicted, the
sponsors of this bill have united for the admitted purpose of
defeating all amendments. Since they have the votes, it will
probably prevail, and it is doubtful if any will be adopted.
However, I cannot condemn too strongly such unfair pro-
cedure. Here is a bill which violates the platform pledge of
the Democratic Party. It violates the several messages of
the President on wage-and-hour legislation, because in all
these messages he emphasized the necessity of some flexi-
bility. The bill is also admitted to be unconstitutional even
by Government attorneys and those who are most liberal in
their interpretation of the Constitution. The bill is full of
obvious loopholes that will render the act ineffective if it
becomes a law in its present form, and yet, in spite of this,
we are told by the proponents that they will not permit any
amendments no matter how much the amendments strengthen
the bill. It is such an attitude as this which makes it diffi-
cult to pass intelligent and workable legislation in the House.
It was this attitude with reference to the N. R. A. and other
acts of similar importance that was responsible for the fail-
ure of these praiseworthy measures.

Of course, no one believes that this bill as written will
become g law. It is fairly certain that the Senate will in-
sist upon changes and amendments to make the bill work-
able. This being true, I cannot understand why the sponsors
of this bill do not join hands with us in a sincere attempt
to write a workable and valid law. They know full well that
the Senate or the conference committee will do this, and yet
we are asked to vote for a bill which every lawyer in the
House knows to be invalid and full of loopholes.

The original House bill was recommitted on December 17,
1937. Mrs. NorToN then selected a subcommittee to write a
new wage and hour bill. The subcommittee held private
hearings at which Members of Congress and Government
officials were permitted to testify. After 3 or 4 months the
subcommittee reported a bill to the full committee, but the
full committee rejected it and hastily wrote the present ex-
pedient so that a bill could be presented to the House. If
anyone believes that this bill is going to become a law as
now written, I think he will be sadly disappointed. The gen-
eral strategy is to pass the bill and then rewrite it in confer-
ence, Itis my opinion that this strategy will succeed. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. COX. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, DIES. Yes.
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Mr. COX. Is the gentleman not in a position to appeal to
this House to turn down this effort to discharge the Com-
mittee on Rules, upon the ground that the bill is an attempt
to sweep away all those basic guaranties upon which the
whole structure of justice is erected?

Mr. DIES. The gentleman knows perfectly well that such
an appeal would fall on deaf ears. I therefore do not in-
dulge the hope that this House will refuse the rule. Per-
sonally I was against the rule before the committee, and T am
still against the rule, and if the bill is not substantially
amended to make it workable and valid, I shall oppose the
bill regardless of what organization or what political power
or influence endorses it. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Texas
has expired.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of my
time to the chairman of the Committee on Rules, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. O'ConnNoR].

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, first let me
thank the distinguished lady from New Jersey [Mrs. NorToN]
for yielding me this time. I have been a member of the
Committee on Rules for 15 years. I think that is longer
than any Member of this body has served on that committee
except it may be the distinguished minority leader, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr, Snerr]l. I have heard a lot of
charges made on the floor and I have seen them made in the
press about the "smothering” or “stifling the democratic
processes of government” by the Rules Committee. Casually
glancing around the Chamber I cannot see anybody here,
nor can I recall anybody in high place who has not at some
time asked the Rules Committee to “smother” one particular
piece of legislation if not many such measures. That goes
for everybody, bar none.

This wage and hour bill is a hotly controverted subject.
I have never seen anything like it outside of the issue of pro-
hibition. I do not want any of my good friends fo rise on
the floor today and argue for States’ rights if they were for
prohibition, because I think I am one of the few surviving
States’ rights Democrats. That is why I was against prohi-
bition. I trust some of the Members will not use the States’
rights argument today if they were for prohibition—the
eighteenth amendment.

What do we have here? We have a bill pertaining to
wages and hours that the working people of this country
demand. You can have your differences about differentials,
I will not argue with you about that. We in New York can
stand some differentials between New York and other places
in the country. What we want is a start on this momentous
national problem. If we have backward States—and if I be
the last Member here, I am against centralization of govern-
ment—we have got to put the urge behind some of the back-
ward States not to underpay their employees and not to
overwork them.

It is estimated that 900,000 people will be put to work under
this bill and that the working hours of over 2,000,000 would
be shortened.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I gladly yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman for a question.

Mr. COX. Is it not the belief of the gentleman that the
effort to force compliance with such a bill, rather than put-
ting 800,000 people to work would throw at least 2,000,000
peaple out of work?

Mr. O'CONNOR. of New York. I do not believe that.

Mr. COX. Is the gentleman prepared to identify those
backward States to which he said Federal power should be
applied in order to make them change conditions?

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. I have an affectionate re-
gard for every one of the 48 States, so the gentleman is not
going to engage me in that argument.

We have before us a great national problem on the solu-
tion of which we should get started. It does not matter
about the detail of the bill; it is the principle involved. We
ought to get started on it. As long as any of us will ever
be here we shall be amending this bill every year. It is the

greatest problem we have ever tackled. Let us today make
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a start by passing a wage and hour bill embracing the
principle of decent wages and decent hours for our workers
in order that we may stamp out underpayment of workers
and overworking of people in industry. Let us do it today;
let us start this ball rolling. Let us pass it on to the other
body. Let us enact wage and hour legislation as a law on
this great national problem. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired; all time on the resolution has expired.

The question is, Shall the Committee on Rules be dis-

charged from further consideration of the rule?
The question was taken; and Mr. Cox demanded a division.

Mr. COX (interrupting the division of the House).

Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The question was taken; and there were—yeas 322, nays 73,

not voting 33, as follows:

[Roll No. 83]
YEAS—322

Aleshire Dondero Johnson, Minn. Patman
Allen, Del Dorsey Johnson, Okla. Patrick
Allen, La Dowell Johnson, W. Va. Patterson
Allen, Pa. Drew, Pa Kee Pearson
Amlie Duncan Keller Peterson, Fla.
Anderson, Mo Dunn Kelly, IIl. Pettengill
Andresen, Minn, Eaton Kennedy, Md. Pfeifer
Andrews Eberharter Eennedy, N. Y. Phillips
Arends Eckert Keogh Plerce
Arnold Edmiston Kinzer Plumley
Ashbrook Elcher Kirwan Polk
Barry Elliott Eniffin Powers
Barton Engel Kocialkowski Quinn
Bates Englebright Eopplemann Rabaut
Beam Evans Kramer Ramsay
Beiter Faddls Lanzetta Randolph
Bernard Farley Larrabee Rayburn
Biermann Ferguson Lea Reed, Il,
Bigelow Fernandez Leavy Rellly
Binderup Fish Lemke Rich
Bloom Fitzgerald Lesinski Richards
Boehne Fitzpatrick Lewis, Colo. Rigney
Boileau Flaherty Lewis, Md Robinson, Utah
Boland, Pa. Flannagan Long Robsion, Ey.
Boren Flannery Lord Rogers, Mass,
Boyer Fleger Luckey, Nebr. Romjue
Boylan, N. Y. Fletcher Ludlow Rutherford
Bradley Forand Luecke, Mich. Ryan
Brewster Ford, Calif. McAndrews Babath
Brooks Frey, Pa. MecCormack Sacks
Buck Pries, I1l. McFarlane Sadowskl
Buckler, Minn. Fulmer McGranery Sanders
Buckley, N. ¥, Gambrill, Md. MeGrath Sauthofl
Bulwinkle Gavagan McGroarty Schaefer, I11.
Byrne Gehrmann McEeough Schneider, Wis,
Cannon, Mo. Gifford McLaughlin Schuetz
Carter Gilchrist McSweeney Schulte
Cartwright Gildea Maas Bcott
Case, S. Dak, G ry Magnuson Scrugham
Casey, Mass, Goldshorough Mahon, 8. C. Becrest
Celler Gray, Ind. Mahon, Tex.
Chandler Gray, Pa Maloney Bhafer, Mich.
Church Green Mapes n
Citron Greenwood Martin, Colo Sheppard
Clark, Idaho Greever Martin, Simpson
Clason Gregory Mason Sirovich
Claypool Griffith Smith, Conn.,
Cochran Gwynne Maverick Smith, Maine
Coffee, Nebr. Haines May Smith, Wash.
Coffee, Wash. Halleck Mead Smith, W. Va.
Cole, Md. Hamilton Meeks Snyder, Pa
Cole, N. Y. Hancock, N.C Merritt Bomers, N. Y.
Colmer Harlan Michener South
Connery Harrington Mills Spence
Cooley Hart Mitchell, TI1. Stack
Costello Harter Moser, Pa. Stefan
Crawford Hartley Mosier, Ohio Bullivan
Creal Havenner Mott Sutphin
Crosby Healey Mouton Bweeney
Crosser Hendricks Murdock, Ariz.  Swope
Crowe Hennings Murdock, Utah  Taylor, Colo.
Crowther Hildebrandt Nelson Taylor, Tenn,
Culkin Hill Norton Teigan
Cullen Hoflman O'Brien, Il Terry
Cummings Honeyman O'Brien, Mich. Thom
Curley Hook O’Connell, Mont, Thomas, N. J.
Daly Houston O'Connell, R.I. ‘Thomas, Tex.
Delaney Hull O'Connor; Mont. Thomason, Tex.
Dempsey Hunter O’Connor, N. Y. Thompson, Ill,
DeRouen Imhoff O'Leary Tobey
Dickstein Izac Oliver Tolan
Dingell Jacobsen O'Toole Towey
Dirksen Jarrett O'Malley Transue
Disney Jenckes, Ind. O'Neal, Ey. Treadway
Dixon Jenkins, Ohio O'Neill, N. J.
DeMuth Jenks, N. H. Palmisano Vincent, Ey.
Dockweller Johnson, Lyndon Parsons Voorhis

Mr.




Wallgren Wene Williams Wolverton
Walter ‘Whelchel Withrow Zimmerman
Wearin White, Ohio Wolcott
‘Welch Wigglesworth ‘Wolfenden
NAYS—T73

Allen, TI1, Ford, Miss. Lanham Bhort
Atkinson Fuller Luce Smith, Va.

Gamble, N. Y. McClellan Sparkman
Bland Garrett McGehee Starnes
Brown Guyer McLean Taber
Burch Hancock, N. Y. McReynolds Tarver
Caldwell Hobbs Mansfield Taylor, 8. C.
Carlson Holmes Owen Tinkham
Chapman Hope Pace Turner
Clark, N. C Jarman Patton Vinson, Ga.
Collins Johnson,Luther A.Poage Wadsworth
Cooper Jones Ramspec! ‘Warren
Cox . Eerr Rankin West
Cravens Kitchens Reece, Tenn Whittington
Deen berg Reed, N. Y. Wilcox
Dies Enutson Rees, KEans, Woodrum
Doxey Lambertson Ro
Drewry, Va. Lambeth Rockefeller
Driver Lamneck Batterfield

NOT VOTING—33

Barden Doughton McMil Bnell
Bell Douglas Mitchell, Tenn. Steagall
Boykin Gasque Nichols Bumners, Tex.
Burdick Gearhart O'Day Thurston
Cannon, Wis. Griswold Peterson, Ga, Weaver
Champion Kelly, N. Y, Rogers, Okla ‘White, Idaho
Cluett Kvale Shanley Wood
Ditter Lucas Bmith, Okla Woodruff

So the motion to discharge the Committee on Rules from
the consideration of House Resolution 478 was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following pairs:

On the vote:

Mrs. O'Day (for) with Mr. McMillan (against).
Mr. Wood (for) with Mr. Gasque (against).

Until further notice:

Weaver with Mr. Ditter.

Boykin with Mr. Woodruff.

Bmith of Oklahoma with Mr. Douglas.

Sumners of Texas with Mr. Gearhart.

Kelly of New York with Mr. Cluett.

Steagall with Mr. Kvale.

Peterson of Georgla with Mr. Burdick.

Mitchell of Tennessee with Mr. Cannon of Wisconsin.
Doughton with Mr. Barden.

Rogers of Oklahoma with Mr. Champion.

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the question recurs on
agreeing to the resolution which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 478

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution it shall be
in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-
tion of 8. 2475, an act to provide for the establishment of fair
labor standards in employments in and affecting interstate com-
merce, and for other purposes, and all points of order against said
bill are hereby walved. That after general debate, which shall be
confined to the bill and continue not to exceed 4 hours, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Labor, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule. It shall be in order to
consider without the intervention of any point of order the substi-
tute amendment recommended by the Committee on Labor, and
such substitute for the purpose of amendment shall be considered
under the 5-minute rule as an original bill. At the conclusion of
such consideration the Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and the amendments thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except one motion to recommit with or without instructions.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, on the roll call just con-
cluded I was in the Chamber during the call of the roll and
did not hear my name called. However, I went out of the
Chamber temporarily just before the conclusion of the roll
call, to see Roy Fine, one of my constituents from home, and
was not in at the conclusion so I could qualify and vote.
Had I been here at the close of the roll call I would have
Vﬂted “yea."

The SPEAKER., The question is on the adoption of the
resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the

EREEERERER
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state of the Union for the consideration of the bill (8. 2475)
to provide for the establishment of fair labor standards in
employments in and affecting interstate commerce, and for
other purposes; and pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the time of general debate may
be extended to 5 hours in order to satisfy the many requests
for time I have received this morning, with the understand-
ing that general debate be concluded today, and with the
further understanding that the time be equally divided.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from New Jersey?

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, and
I shall not object, may I inquire as to whether or not any
provision will be made for the opposition, as little as it may
be, if the vote taken on the motion to discharge is indicative
of the attitude of the membership toward the hill? There
are still some minority views here, and I am wondering if we
may be permitted to speak by those in charge of the time.

Mrs. NORTON. If the gentleman will yield, I may say to
him the purpese of asking unanimous consent to increase the
time 1 additional hour is in order to satisfy the opposition.

Mr. COX. I thank the gentlewoman from New Jersey.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, as I understand it, there will be no effort
to read the bill for amendment today. General debate will
be concluded, and we will start reading the bill for amend-
ment tomorrow?

Mrs. NORTON. The gentleman is correct.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
ject, do I understand that general debate is to be limited
to the bill?

Mrs. NORTON. The general debate is to be limited to the
bill, yes. The rule so provides.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs, NorTon]?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con-
si};l:rat.ion of the hill S. 2475, with Mr, McCorMack in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The first reading of the bill was dispensed with.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 15 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, before proceeding with my general state-
ment on this bill I want to take this opportunity to thank
the Committee on Labor for the very excellent work done
on this bill. It has been, as you know, a very controversial
bill. I believe that every member of the committee is anxious
for a wage and hour bill. There are a few of us who dif-
fer on the form of the bill, but we are all in agreement that
a bill of this kind is very necessary if we are going to help
the underpaid workers of our country, reduce the relief rolls,
and spread employment.

At this time I also want to thank the unofficial steering
committee for the very excellent work they did in conjunction
with the Labor Committee in bringing about the signing of
the petition and the help they have given us on this bill.
I am deeply grateful to all of you for your unselfish and able
support. I know that you are just as anxious as I am to
pass the bill.

Mr. Chairman, the philosophy of this bill is entirely dif-
ferent from the bill we had before us last December. That
bill, judging from the debate which took place in the House
at that fime, was not wanted. It was loaded down with
amendments and finally recommitted. When the committee
decided to consider the recommitted bill it realized that it
had to bring to the House an entirely different bill, and that
we have done. In the other bill, as will be recalled, there
were many differentials and a great many exemptions; in
fact, as the bill was finally recommitted there was very little
left of it.

I understand there is to be an attempt made to amend
this bill in much the same manner. May I say to ths
Members of the House if that is successful we will again be
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confronted with the same situation we had in connection
with the other bill, I do not believe that effort will be
successful. I believe the floor of 25 cents we have established
in this bill no reasonable person can say is too high.

May I say we have had a great deal of pressure brought
to bear on us to establish a floor of 35 cents. Many of us
would much prefer to have had a bill of that kind, but we
realize that to do so might possibly dislocate certain
interests.

I have no objection to any person differing with me as
to the principle of a bill, but I have a great deal of objec-
tion to a person who has done that, then telling me that
this kind of a bill is all wrong because there are no dif-
ferentials in it, nor are there the right kinds of exemp-
tions. Some men voted to recommit a bill that did provide
differentials and did provide the very exemptions they are
now seeking to put into this bill. So in all fairness to the
committee, I sincerely hope the Members of the House will
give this bill the consideration that is due it, because it is
an entirely different bill from that which was brought be-
fore you and which it now seems certain Members are seek-
ing to place in this bill through amendment.

As I have stated, the philosophy of this bill is entirely
different from that of the recommitted bill. It creates a
rigid floor on wages and a rigid ceiling on hours in connec-
tion with goods in interstate commerce. I shall tell you
briefly what is contained in the bill.

First, the Secretary of Labor shall give to the inferested
parties due notice of hearings to be held. He shall hold a
hearing to determine whether or not a particular industry
affects interstate commerce sufficiently to come within the
privisions of the act. At this hearing he is bound by cer-
tain standards set up in the bill, namely, (a), (b), and (c)
of section 6, which you will find in the bill. If he finds
from the facts adduced at the hearing the industry does
affect interstate commerce, he issues an order which is ef-
fective at the date designated by the Secretary, but not
more than 120 days after its issuance. Every employer in
that industry who is himself engaged in interstate com-
merce must then pay his employees 25 cents an hour and
work them not more than 44 hours a week, and employ no
children under 16, except by special certificate from the
Chief of the Children’s Bureau. This is to continue for 365
days. At the end of 3656 days the employer must pay his
employees 30 cents an hour and work them not more than
42 hours a week. This is to continue for the second year.
At the beginning of the third year the employer is to pay
his employees 35 cents an hour and work them not more
than 40 hours a week. This is to continue for the third
year. At the beginning of the fourth year and for each
succeeding year thereafter the employer is to pay his em-
ployees 40 cents an hour and work them 40 hours a week.

Let it be understood right here that this does not in any
sense compel any person who is paying more than 40 cents
an hour or working his employees less than 40 hours a week
to do otherwise. We are not interested in that employer
for the purposes of this bill. I say this because this question
has been continually raised.

Any person agerieved by an order issued by the Secretary
may obtain a review of that order in the circuit court of
appeals. He may ask that the order be modified or set aside
in whole or in part.

The Secretary has the power to investigate to determine
whether or not the order is being complied with. He may
use the existing State agencies for this purpose. Every em-
ployer is to keep records of conditions of employment under
his jurisdiction.

The following exemptions from the provisions of the bill
are included in it: First, executive employees; second, pro-
fessional workers; third, administrative workers; fourth,
local retailers; fifth, outside salesmen: sixth, seamen: sev-
enth, employees subject to part I of the Interstate Com-
merce Act; eighth, persons employed in the taking of sea
food, fish, or sponges; ninth, persons employed in agricul-
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ture; tenth, partial exemption of learners, apprentices, and
handicapped people; eleventh, air-transport employees sub-
ject to title IT of the Railway Labor Act.

The maximum-hours provision will not apply to employees
coming under the Motor Carriers Act, section 204. No child
who is under the age of 16 may be employed other than by
a parent or a person standing in place of a parent except by
special certificate issued by the Chief of the Children’s Bu-
reau, and no child under 14 may be employed at all other
than by a person standing in place of a parent or a parent,
or except in agriculture. Children between 16 and 18 may
not work in occupations deemed to be hazardous by the
Chief of the Children’s Bureau.

No order may take effect before 120 days after the enact-
ment of the act. It is presumed that by the time an order
is made, 2, 3, or possibly 4 months will probably have elapsed,
and then 120 more days elapse before the order goes into
effect. Therefore nobody can claim this bill will dislocate
business. It is simply absurd to think that a minimum wage
of 25 cents an hour and maximum hours of 44 to start
with is going to upset any business. The employers in in-
dustry know exactly what they have to contend with, which
they did not know in connection with our other bill. There-
fore they ought to be in a very much better position to meet
the requirements of the bill, since they know exactly what
is expected of them.

I wish now to refer to some of the persistent complaints I
have heard on this bill, and I may say to the Members that
I have been listening to people for the last 2 or 3 weeks from
every part of the country. I have had a stack of letters as
high as this desk from all over the country, and it is very
interesting to note that very few of these letters contain ob-
jections to the bill. They are mostly letters asking for in-
formation. These letters and complaints that I have had
have been more on hours than they have been on wages.
I think this is rather interesting. Most of the complaints I
hear on the bill are directed against the Secretary of Labor
and they all have as their theme the criticism that she is
given too much power.

Now, much as I regret to say so, and you Members who
know me know that I am pretty fair, I am constrained to be-
lieve that a good deal of this criticism arises from the fact
that the Secretary of Labor is a woman. I say this because
I know that most men, and even some women, still
cling to their illogical belief that no woman is capable of
handling a so-called big job. Well, they might just as well
get over that because they are going to have to get over it in
a very short time. [Applause.]

I do not like to hear the Secretary talked of in this way,
as I believe her record not only in the Cabinet, but during
her long public career bears out the fact that she is an ex-
traordinarily capable and intelligent person. However, since
these arguments are raised, let us examine them. First, take
the broad statement that she has been given too much power.

The only power that the Secretary of Labor has under
the bill—and I want you to mark this—is to determine the
relation of the various industries to interstate commerce.
The Secretary is given no diseretion but is directed to deter-
mine this relation of the various industries to interstate com=
merce by standards set forth in the bill. Whether this re-
lationship is sufficiently close and substantial to bring the
industry within the regulatory power of Congress depends
upon facts. And that is why the bill contains section 6.
The facts of the relationship in the case of each industry
is to be established at a hearing, which will be public, and
any person may examine the record of the hearing if he so
desires. Any employer has the right of appeal from this
decision of the Secretary, if he feels that he has been ag-
grieved by the order, by application to the Circuit Court of
Appeals.

Now, surely, this is far less power than is already vested
in many bureau heads who are not even Cabinet members.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman
yield?
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Mrs. NORTON. Just for a question. I would rather
complete my statement and then I shall be pleased to yield.

Mr. O'MALLEY. Following up your statement, would a
competitor have the right to appeal from the decision of
the Secretary of Labor with respect to relation to interstate
commerce?

Mrs. NORTON. Why, certainly; anybody has the right
of appeal.

Mr. O'MALLEY, Not only the employer but a competi-
tor?

Mrs. NORTON. Why, surely.

Clearly this is less than the power that has been lodged
in the five-man board as contained in the administrative
provisions of the Senate bill and which I believe will again
be offered on the floor during the consideration of this bill.

I may say to the Members of the House that every per-
son I have come in contact with has been opposed to a five-
man board, so I do not believe the House will consider that
amendment very seriously.

Many Members of Congress have also asked why the
Secretary of Labor is given power to define and delimit the
term “executive, administrative, professional, or local retail-
ing capacity, or in the capacity of outside salesman.”

First, let me give you an illustration of the administrative
difficulties, were this provision not containéd in the act, of
the way those terms could be used to circumvent the intent
of the act. You are all familiar with the roadside stands
which dot the countryside where you drive in for a sandwich
and a cooling drink served you in your car. It would be
possible, were it not for the provision allowing the Secretary
the right to define the term, to call these young men and
women who serve you at your car outside salesmen.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 3 addi-
tional minutes.

Now, clearly, this act does not intend that this term should
be so used to create loopholes, yet it might be if no one had
the right to define it. Therefore, in answer to the com-
plaint I would say that the Secretary is given this power for
only one reason, to enable persons to know definitely
whether or not they are to be subject to the law. The
Secretary has no power to exempt anything or anybody.

Reasonable men may differ as to whether a particular
employee is included or excluded and it is in such cases
that definiteness is both desirable and necessary, and hence
the Secretary is given the power, by regulation, to define
these terms.

In conclusion, let me say this: Since this bill was sent to
the House I have been asked by many Members of Congress,
most of whom are friends of the bill, to accept amendments
for the benefit of some particular industry in their districts.
I wish I could accept such amendments, but to do so would
necessarily destroy the bill. I know the terrific pressure
exerted by the very people who in all right should come under
the provisions of the bill and who want to be excluded. The
prinecipal criticism, as I said before, has been on hours. This
is to be expected. It is well known that one of the aims of
the bill is to spread employment; and of course, if we except
industries from the hours provision, we defeat that purpose,
which is so important at this time, when relief rolls are
getting larger and larger, and immense amounts of money
have been paid out by the Government to make up the deficit
between starvation wages and absolute maintenance, which
people must have. So I ask you to join me in voting against
all emasculating amendments, no matter how innocent they
may seem at first glance, and I have a few that seem very
innocent, but upon examination, let me say to you, they
would take the entire heart out of a bill. In urging Members
of the House to follow the Committee on Labor, to whom
was given this stupendous task of preparing wage and hour
legislation, I am not going to appeal to your emotions, though
I know that none of you would want to feel that he was
responsible for denying the right of existence to any man.
I know there is not a man or woman in the House who does

not wish to do his part in driving out of our business life
today chiseling competition which threatens to cripple our
economic structure. I am sure that we are all in accord in
wanting to wipe out this sort of thing in this country, and
to blot out child labor, but rather I would appeal to you to
vote for this bill because it is the most equitable method of
correcting these ills. We have found in our study of this
subject that there are open to us many courses, many ways
of legislating and regulating wages and hours and abolishing
child labor, but it was the task of the committee to do the
work in the simplest and most understandable manner, and
that we have tried to do.

Many years ago I worked in welfare in my city. I never
dreamed at that time that the day would come when I would
be here in the House of Representatives and have the great
privilege of appealing to you Members to help the under-
privileged.

If you could see what I saw in those days, if you knew the
misery, and the misery has continued, I am sorry to say,
through all the years since, I know that you would feel that
what we are attempting to do is merely human. It is not
giving anything more than human beings are entitled to.
It is simply giving them a chance to live, a chance to buy
the necessities of life. In this great rich country of ours it
seems terrible to think that there are people starving, and
yet letters that I have received from employees all over the
country—not from the South alone, but from every part of
the country—would indicate that men and women are work-
ing for as low as two and three dollars a week, and 60 and 70
hours in the week. We cannot allow this sort of industry to
be carried into interstate commerce. We have no jurisdic-
tion over the States. We cannot do anything about intra-
state commerce, but let me say to you that an obligation
rests upon us to destroy such conditions when we legally can
do so. I feel that the obligation is a sacred one, to do some-
thing for the underprivileged people of this great country.
Therefore, I appeal to you to do your part, and it is a small
part that we are asking you to do in voting for this bill.
[Applause.]

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentlewoman from New
Jersey has expired.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 2 minutes
in order to answer questions.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman is recognized for 2
more minutes.

Mr. EOPPLEMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentlewoman
yield?

Mrs. NORTON. Gladly.

Mr, KOPPLEMANN. I call attention to one paragraph in
the letter sent out by the Hartford Chamber of Commerce
generally to its membership, which letter has been sent
throughout the State of Connecticut. I read from that
letter:

There is a provision in the bill, section 11 (a), which when first
examined will appear to eliminate any employee employed in
“local retailing capacity,” but it is likewise provided therein that
the Becretary of Labor has the right to define and delimit the term
“Jocal retailing capacity.” With section 8 as a mandate as to what
is interstate and what is local, the Secretary would be justified in
defining a local retailer as a retailer who is not engaged in any
industry described in section 6. There are very few,

Mrs. NORTON. May I say to the gentleman that “local
retailing capacity” is exempt from the operations of the
bill.

Mr. EOPPLEMANN. And the statement adds:

If this bill is enacted as it stands now, it covers retailing.

Mrs. NORTON. It absolutely exempts retailing.

Mr. KOPPLEMANN. That is clearly understood?

Mrs. NORTON. Yes.

Mr. MERRITT. Does that also include where merchan-
dise is bought in other States, such as in department stores?
Will that be exempt?

Mrs. NORTON. I do not think I quite understand the
gentleman’s question. ;
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Mr. MERRITT. These are goods that flow in interstate
commerce but are sold at retail.

Mrs. NORTON. I still do not think I understand the ques-
tion, but goods flowing in interstate commerce, of course,
are included under the terms of the bill.

Mr. HEALEY, Mr, Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. NORTON. I yield.

Mr. HEALEY. It is my understanding that in such an in-
stance they would not be included under the terms of this
bill, as the bill does not affect local retailers. They would,
therefore, be exempt from the terms of the bill.

Mrs. NORTON. Local retailing is excluded.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. DEMPSEY. Will not the gentlewoman yield herself a
little additional time? The important part of this bill is to
find out what it contains; that is what we want to know.

Mrs. NORTON. I have fried to explain to the Members
all the provisions of the bill.

Mr. DEMPSEY. My question will take but half a minute

Mrs. NORTON. I am sorry, but I cannot yield any more
time to myself. All time, I regret to say, has been allotted.

Mr. DEMPSEY. I think it is unfortunate.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, the wage and hour bill now under con-
sideration is one of the most important humanitarian meas-
ures ever considered by Congress. Its purpose is twofold—it
will bring relief to several million underpaid, underfed, and
underclothed workers, and it will eliminate the evils of child
labor.

I cannot understand the reasoning that this measure is
sectional and is a blow at the Southern States. Nothing
could be further from the intent and purpose of its propo-
nents. It is estimated that between the Potomac and the
Hudson Rivers, there are at the present time over 35,000
workers, nearly all women, receiving as little as $56 and $6
a week and working 9 and 10 hours a day. Before the Su-
preme Court gave a recent decision, women were working in
an industry in the District of Columbia, within the shadow
of the Capitol for $5 a week, based upon a 9- and 10-hour
workday.

Shortly before the enactment of the Walsh-Healey law, a
Connecticut firm was awarded a contract by the Navy for a
large number of caps. The women employed in this factory
received the munificient sum of $4 a week. Countless other
cases were brought to the attention of the joint House and
Senate Committee on Labor during the long-drawn-out hear-
ings on the wage and hour bill and before the House Sub-
committee on Labor when it had under consideration the
textile bill.

Mr. Chairman, in its second purpose, this bill contains,
without a doubt, the best child-labor provision ever pre-
sented in the history of the country. If enacted into law, as
I hope it will be, it will not only bring a little sunshine and
happiness into the hearts and homes of lowest of the low-
paid workers in the United States, but in addition, it will do
that which every right-thinking person has been trying to
accomplish for years and that is, remove one of the black-
est pages in our history—*“child labor”—which has long been
regarded as a social cancer.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent to make a brief announcement of how I would have
voted on the discharge rule,

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair calls the attention of the
gentleman to the fact that he will have to submit his re-
quest in the House or get time from one of the Members in
charge of time on the bill.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield one-halt minute
to the gentleman from Idaho.

Mr, WHITE of Idaho. Mr, Chairman, when tHe question
of discharging the committee from consideration of this
bill was voted on I was absent on an important conference at
the White House. Had I been here, I would have voted to
discharge the committee.
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Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Commit-
tee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. McCormMacK, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having had under consideration
the bill (8. 2475) to provide for the establishment of fair
labor standards in employments in and affecting interstate
commerce, and for other purposes, had come to no resolu-
tion thereon.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that that committee had examined and found truly
enrolled bills and joint resolutions of the House of the fol-
lowing titles, which were thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H. R. 1486. An act to amend section 30 of the act of March
2, 1917, entitled “An act to provide a civil government for
Porto Rico, and for other purposes”;

H.R. 4222. An act for the relief of Mary Kane, Ella Benz,
Muriel Benz, John Benz, and Frank Restis;

H. R.4276. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to
create a juvenile court in and for the District of Columbia”,
and for other purposes;

H. R. 4650. An act to amend section 40 of the United States
Employees’ Compensation Act, as amended;

H. R. 4852. An act to provide for the creation of the Sara-
toga National Historical Park in the State of New York,
and for other purposes;

H.R. 5633. An act to provide additional funds for buildings
for the use of the diplomatic and consular establishments
of the United States;

H.R.5974. An act to authorize payments in lieu of allot-
ments to certain Indians of the Klamath Indian Reserva-
tion in the State of Oregon, and to regulate inheritance of
restricted property within the Klamath Reservation;

H. R. 6410. An act granting a pension to Mary Lord
Harrison;

H. R.7104. An act for the relief of the estate of F. Gray
Griswold;

H.R.7534. An act to protect the telescope and scientifie
observations to be carried on at the observatory site on Palo-
mar Mountain, by withdrawal of certain public land included
within the Cleveland National Forest, Calif., from location
and entry under the mining laws;

H.R.7553. An act to amend the laws of Alaska imposing
taxes for carrying on business and trade;

H.R.7711. An act to amend the act approved June 19,
1934, entitled the “Communications Act of 1934";

H.R.T7778. An act to amend section 28, title I, chapter 1,
of the act entitled “An act making further provision for a
civil government for Alaska, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved June 6, 1900;

H.R.7827. An act to authorize public-utility districts in
the Territory of Alaska to incur bonded indebtedness, and
for other purposes;

H.R.8008. An act to provide for the purchase of public
lands for home and other sites;

H.R.8148. An act to amend Public Law No. 692, Seventy-
fourth Congress, second section;

H.R.8177. An act to create a commission to be known as
the Alaskan International Highway Commission;

H.R.8203. An act for the inclusion of certain lands in the
Kaniksu National Forest in the State of Washington, and
for other purposes;

H.R.8373. An act for the relief of List & Clark Construc-~
tion Co.;

H.R. 8404. An act to authorize the Territory of Hawail
to convey the present Maalaea Airport on the island of
Maui, Territory of Hawaii, to the Hawaiian Commercial &
Sugar Co., Ltd., in part payment for 300.71 acres of land at
Pulehu-Nui, island of Maui, Territory of Hawaii, to be used
as a site for a new airport;
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H. R.8487. An act confirming to Louis Labeaume, or his
legal representatives, title to a certain tract of land located
in St. Charles County, in the State of Missouri;

H. R.8700. An act relating to the retirement of the justices
of the Supreme Court of the Territory of Hawaii and judges
of the United States and District Court for the Territory of
Hawalii;

H.R. 8715. An act to authorize the Secretary of Commerce
of the United States to grant and convey to the State of
Delaware fee title to certain lands of the United States in
Kent County, Del., for highway purposes;

H.R.9123. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to
lease to the village of Youngstown, N. Y., a portion of the
Fort Niagara Military Reservation, N. ¥.;

H.R.9358. An act to authorize the withdrawal and reser-
vation of small tracts of the public domain in Alaska for
schools, hospitals, and other purposes;

H.R. 9577. An act to amend section 402 of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, to further provide for the settlement of
ocean-mail contract claims;

H.R.9688. An act to extend the times for commencing and
completing the construction of a bridge across the Ohio
River between Rockport, Ind., and Owensbhoro, Ky.;

H.R.9722. An act to amend section 5 of an act entitled
“An act to provide for the construction and maintenance
of roads, the establishment and maintenance of schools, and
the care and support of insane persons in the district of
Alaska, and for other purposes,” approved January 27, 1905
(33 Stat. 616) ;

H.R. 10004. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to
incorporate the Mount Olivet Cemetery Co. in the District of
Columbia”;

H.R.10117. An act granting the consent of Congress to
construct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge, known as the
Smith Point Bridge, across navigable waters at or near
Mastic, southerly to Fire Island, Suffolk County, N. Y.;

H.R.10118. An act granting the consent of Congress to
construet, maintain, and operate toll bridges, known as the
Long Island Loop Bridges, across navigable waters at or near
East Marion to Shelter Island, and Shelter Island to North
Haven, Suffolk County, N. Y.;

H.R. 10190. An act to equalize certain allowances for quar-
ters and subsistence of enlisted men of the Coast Guard
with those of the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps;

H.R.10193. An act authorizing the temporary detail of
United States employees, possessing special gualifications, to
governments of American republics and the Philippines, and
for other purposes;

H.R.10351. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the
Columbia River at Astoria, Clatsop County, Oreg.;

H.R. 10535. An act to amend the Second Liberty Bond Act,
as amended;

H.R.10704. An act to amend section 4132 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended;

H. J.Res. 447. Joint resolution to protect the copyrights
and patents of foreign exhibitors at the Pacific Mercado
International Exposition, to be held at Los Angeles, Calif., in
1940; and

H. J. Res. 622. Joint resolution authorizing the President of
the United States of America to proclaim October 11, 1938,
General Pulaski’s Memorial Day for the observance and
commemoration of the death of Brig. Gen. Casimir Pulaski.

THE WAGE AND HOUR BILL

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Commitfee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (S.
2475) to provide for the establishment of fair labor stand-
ards in employments in and affecting interstate commerce,
and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further
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consideration of the bill 8. 2475, the wage and hour bhill,
with Mr. McCormack in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may desire to the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr,
SHANLEY].

Mr. SHANLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
to incorporate in the Recorp at this point a statement of how
I would have voted on the motion to discharge. I was
absent on important departmental business. Had I been
here I would have voted yea.

Mr. COX., Mr. Chairman, may I inquire of the gentle-
woman from New Jersey whether she has determined as to
what time the opposition will have to discuss the pending
bill and if any will be allotted, and to whom?

Mrs. NORTON. I have arranged to give the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Ramspeck] 40 minutes of time for those
in opposition.

Mr. COX. May I inquire, Mr. Chairman, if that is the
entire time that is to be yielded to the opposition? I am

opposed to the bill and would like some time. I hope that
I may get it.
Mrs. NORTON. I am sorry to state to the gentleman from

Georgia that I have no more time to give. I have given 40
minutes to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. RAMSPECK].

Mr, Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. CURLEY],

NEW MILESTONE FOR LABOR REACHED WITH PASSAGE OF THIS BILL

Mr. CURLEY. Mr. Chairman, as a member of the Labor
Committee of the House of Representatives, I beg to inform
my colleagues in the House, that we have a sacred pledge to
keep before adjournment to the millions of our ill-nourished,
ill-clad, and ill-housed American citizens and their families,
who are dependent upon them. We members of the Demo-
cratic majority were elected on a platform in November
1936 pledeed to a policy of humane treatment of this serious
social problem. To be consistent, therefore, the adminis-
tration recommended this constructive social legislation to
the Congress of the United States, which, it is believed,
would strengthen the weakened morale of the handecuffed
workers who constitute the forgotfen men and women of
America today. This vast helpless group of our unskilled
labor are the exploited type so specifically requiring the
protection of the strong arm of Uncle Sam. There is no
conflict of jurisdiction, under the provisions of this fair
standards of labor bill, and the existing labor organizations
of this country. The bill concerns only of relieving the
paralysis which, at present, shackles misery and poverty to
millions of heads of families, who are underpaid and causing
a colossal financial loss in purchasing power because of
existing deplorable conditions. The essence of any remedy
to relieve such terrible conditions is decent work at a decent
living wage with reasonable maximum hours of labor; and
that is what this pending bill will provide if adopted by the
Congress.

The chronic ulcer of substandard labor conditions, which
are constantly practiced in interstate commerce by chiseling
employers, must be removed by a major national operation on
the Nation’s body politic. Child labor must go; and Unecle
Sam, through the passage of this bill, will rescue the exploited
workers of America from their present tragic plight, and
guarantee to them that security which the Constitution of the
United States of America provides for them.

AMERICA FAVORS WAGEE AND HOUES

Mr. Chairman, it must be evident to all unprejudiced
minds, that the pending Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938
is conceded to be one of the most popular humanitarian
pieces of welfare legislation yet sprung from the platform of
New Deal measures.

The Institute of Public Opinion proved in a Nation-wide
poll taken by the Institute in a recent cross section sur-
vey that 59 percent of the electorate want Congress to
pass a wage and hour bill at this session. The statistics
gathered show that only 41 percent was against it. No
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geographical section was found opposed to this type of legis-
lation. In the South the majority favoring it was 56 per-
cent with 44 percent opposing it. The complete record of the
statistics gathered are as follows:

Percentage, by groups of States

Yes No
New England___ = 74 26
Middle Atlantie 62 38
East Central 58 42
West Central._ 50 50
Bouthern...... 58 44
Rocky Mountain 2 (118 309
Pacifie Coast.. . ... 59 41

According to this poll the sentiment for the bill clearly
splits along party lines. The measure is favored by 71 per-
cent of Democrats and opposed by 66 percent of Republicans.
It goes on further to say that opinion also divides sharply
along economic lines with the upper income group strongly op-
posed to the legislation, the middle group slightly in favor of
it, and the lower group overwhelmingly for it.

The aforesaid statement should dispose of the unauthorized
attacks of the critics of this labor bill from certain sections
of the country.

Now what will this proposed wage and hour bill do?

First. It will establish a specific and universal floor for
wages.

Second. A specific and universal ceiling for hours.

Third. It will abolish child labor in interstate commerce.

Fourth. It will be administered by the Department of
Labor.

Fifth. It will be enforced by the Department of Justice.

To be more specific, the bill will prohibit the employment
of children under 16 and regulate employment of children
between 16 and 18 in hazardous occupations, It will pro-
hibit employment of substandard labor engaged in interstate
commerce at less than 25 cents an hour for the first year,
30 cents for the second year, 35 cents for the third year, and
40 cents thereafter. It will also prohibit employment for
more than 44 hours per week the first year, 42 hours per
week the second year, and 40 thereafter., It will further pro-
vide for enforcement through the Federal courts,

Under the terms of this proposed bill no fair-minded em-
ployer should object to paying a minimum week wage of
$11 or $12.

Pump-priming alone, without decent wages and hours, will
block recovery. It has been said that the statistics indicate
that only 314 percent of unskilled industrial workers started
their working careers at less than 40 cents an hour in the
North, while in the South, it is said, the percentage is 48
percent. This differential is too wide to heip the poor ex-
ploited workers in that section. This unfair competition is
one of the main obstructions to the sections meeting on a
common ground on this fair wage and hour bill. It is the
well-considered opinion of many legal minds that geograph-
ical lines should prevail and not differentials which the
South demand.

If this bill should become law, and I believe it will, the De-
partment of Labor estimates it will provide jobs for about
two and one-half million workers, which is a pretty good
contribution to any program for recovery.

Mr. HARTLEY, Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. GIFFORD.

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I wish to speak but briefly
on the pending measure. I represent a very hard-pressed
textile city. We see some hope in this legislation. Many
years ago when that city embarked in the textile business,
our southern neighbors were very glad indeed to have
this market for their raw cotton. A great industry was built
up under the protection of the tariff, which largely pre-
vented competition from cheap foreign labor; but it was
finally found that cheap labor could be secured in the
southern States. Gradually that section learned how to
manufacture as well as raise cotton and even northern
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capital went to the South and built textile mills because
they could take advantage of this cheap labor.

The South always has had cheap labor. We in the
North have not been able to take such advantage, but we
have attracted the highest quality labor from the various
textile centers of the world. My city was known as the
key city in the manufacture of high-grade textiles. They
are very hopeful now that through the medium of this
legislation, wages can be made approximately the same
and unfair competition be somewhat eliminated.

I have heretofore stated that I visited the South and
learned the conditions in this industry there. I found rows
of houses all very similar in construction, rented to the
employees, who were not allowed to purchase them. When
the employees were not satisfactory they had to get out.
They had no chance to establish permanent homes. We
once tried that method in New England. We built attractive
houses for the help, but we found it did not work.

People like to own their own homes. They like to im-
prove and beautify them. We abandoned that plan. The
result is that our employees have settled permanently.
Their savings and investments are there and they wish
to remain in that locality.

I visited those homes in the South. The rents were most
reasonable. Under the workings of this bill I predict the
rents would be raised to compensate somewhat for the
higher wages that might seem to be imposed by it. I was
informed that their mills made money for one reason
only; that is, the wheels turned 24 hours a day. “We have
an orderly set of workers here.” And they have. I asked,
“Are there any foreigners in your mill?” And an executive
of one of the largest mills of the South said, “Yes, two,
but they are leaving today. Our employees do not want
them.”

That brings an understanding to us that when aliens are
considered in the W. P. A. projects they are denied assistance.
We have them in the North, many of them very good
people, although they may not be able to read and write, but
from the economic standpoint they are just as good as your
workers of the South. You try to cut them off because they
are aliens, although they may have been in the country for
40 or 50 years. They may have brought up families. Mem-
bers of their families were sent to the war and all that sort
of thing. I regret to hear southern Members express them-
selves so forcefully against them. You always have had
your labor problem solved for you.

Regarding this legislation, my people think it is time that
we not only be protected from the cheap labor in foreign
countries but that we be protected from the cheap labor
within our own boundaries.

Mr. COX. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. Gladly.

Mr. COX. In 1828——

Mr. GIFFORD. I was not here. That is pretty far back.

Mr. COX. But it affects the gentleman’s statement. In
1828 when the Senate had the tariff under debate, speaking
with respect to a particular amendment, Mr. Abbott Law-
rence, of Massachusetts, the economic and political adviser
to Mr, Webster, stated to Mr, Webster:

I must say I think it would do them much good and that New
England would reap a great harvest by having this bill adopted

as it now is. This bill, if adopted as amended, will keep the South
and West in debt to New England for the next hundred years,

That time has expired. Is the gentleman advocating the
passage of this bill and the employment of Federal force to
the end that he will impose a further handicap upon the
South under which it must struggle for another hundred
years?

Mr. GIFFORD. It is hard to reply to the gentleman be-
cause he knows my general attitude of mind. This hill
particularly affects my district but I am quite convinced
that the legislation may in the end be for the general wel-
fare of his section, and the Nation as a whole.

Mr. COX. Very true, but is the gentleman not prepared
to concede it to be a fact that this whole measure has
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degenerated into a purely sectional row, and that the purpose
of the bill when stripped of its emotionalism is nothing but
an attempt to continue a great section of this country under
& handicap under which it has labored for 100 years?

Mr. GIFFORD. Indeed I am not ready to admit that. I
confess that when this bill was considered bhefore, I had con-
siderable misgivings, taking the broader aspect of it, but I
do not believe it is wholly emotional when this great majority
here today stood on their feet and voted to take up this
measure.

Mr. COX. It is difficult for me to believe, knowing some-
thing of the gentleman's general attitude toward govern-
mental affairs, that he has brought himself to the position,
no matter what the political exigencies may be, wherein he
is advocating the setting up of a law which sends the Federal
Government out into the States, asserting the Federal power
to the point of complete federalization of all the activities
of the people.

Mr. GIFFORD. I can fully appreciate the gentleman’s
remarks. I believe he must have understood my attitude on
many occasions. As I have said, I have wrestled with this
problem since its very inception and have studied it with
great care. I believe this bill is for the general welfare of the
entire country. We have built a new structure in this coun-
try in the last 5 years, and we have to live in it. You have
done certain things for the benefit of certain localities and
certain classes of people, and now it is my plain duty to look
after the interests, perhaps, even of my own section. New
England has been greatly injured by this administration
through such things as processing taxes and trade agree-
ments, and it has been forced to contribute far more than its
just share in taxes to pay largesses granted to other sections.
It is not to be wondered at that we grasp at something that
might be of a little benefit to us.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. For a brief question,

Mr. COX. Is the gentleman now contending that this bill
is upon the lap of Congress as a result of political pressure?
Does not the gentleman know and is he not willing to con-
cede that politics is responsible for this terrible thing being
done?

Mr. GIFFORD. I cannot yield further, Mr. Chairman.

I sympathize with the gentleman and deplere with him the
political mind of his President, who has fastened upon us, be-
cause of the mandate he thought he had from the people,
very many of these things I have had to vote against,

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 additional minutes
to the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. DONDERQ. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr. GIFFORD. I cannot yield at this time.

The reason I took the floor is that I wish to pay tribute
today to the city which I repesent. Lately a ecompact has
been made in the cotion-textile industry in my State, a com=~
pact which is probably unlike anything in the country today.
Laber and industry have got together.

I am pleased to share with you the good news I have re-
ceived relating to a charter of industrial self-government
adopted in the city which I represent:

THE NEW BEDFORD PACT

The cotton-textile industry of New Bedford has done a remarkable
thing. Labor and management have come in a pact
which outlaws strikes and lock-outs and makes arbitration com-
pulsory for the settlement of all disputes. Many thousands of
workers and a score of mills are covered by this contract.

This agreement is a bargain between the labor organizations of a
single city and the operators of the industry which dominates that
city. The labor groups have nothing whatever to do with either
the C. I. O. or the A. F. of L. This is a rare situation, which was
brought about by local differences between the loecals and the
C. I. O. Last January a wage reduction was negotiated with the
manufacturers by representatives of the several craft unions. While
these unions technically were embodied in the C. I. O., they went
ahead with their bargaining, and the C. 1. O. officials learned first
of the results through the press. Thereupon the C. I. O, suspended
the secretaries of the several craft unions. The unions proceeded
as independent units to come together with the managements in

this comprehensive compact.
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Thus these labor forces constitute a city-wide union of the textile
crafts, with the “suspended” seeretaries included. The management
recognizes the council as the exclusive bargaining agency for the
workers, and the paect includes the machinery for investigation of
dispufes and the enforcement of arbitration decisions.

The management feels it has scored a distinct gain by emanci-
pation from the C. I. O. Plainly this is something to wateh. If
the managements keep the letter and spirit of the pact and the
workers seize the epportunity to demonstrate their reltability and
perform each day a fair stint of work, an illustration of what eught
to be will be provided for the whole country. Considered stmply as
2 paet, without reference to its background, this must be regarded
as an example of industrial statecraft.

This agreement is an example of industrial statesmanship. It is
an honest and serious bid for industrial tranquillity. It is a local
pact, locally conceived and locally administered. The thousands of
local textile workers should be congratulated that they have avail-
able the opportunity for protection and human consideration in all
matters covered by the agreement. They are under no necessity to
experiment with organisations eontrolled by strangers hundreds of
miles away, with little or no actual first-hand knowledge of our
industry, and to whom we may be simply a dot on the map or a
mere collection of names in some far-distant office filing system.
The community is to be congratulated that the stabilization of
industrial relations mutual guaranties of peace is assured
for a considerable period. Industry and labor locally have publicly
declared it to be their solemn purpose to seek peace and tran-
quillity in its Industries.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. I yield fo the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr, COX. I take it the gentleman’s understanding of this
proposal is that it is to do something for the substandard
woarker,

If this be the real purpose of the bill, does not the gentle-
man realize that in the exceptions that are made you destroy
the virtue of the assertion the gentleman has made?

Mr. GIFFORD. I cannot yield further. We have to have
a rule. Everybody knows a law should not be ironclad and
that there should be exceptions, and when the exceptions get
to be too many, we have to change the rule.

Mr, COX. Is the gentleman not prepared to concede that
agricultural labor is the lowest-paid labor in the world?

Mr. GIFFORD. I am prepared to concede that agricul-
ture has got everything it has asked for—billions of dollars
and all kinds of lean facilities—but industry has had prac-
tically nothing.

Mr. COX. Does the bill in anywise promise to alleviate the
economic and social eondition of agricultural labor? If the
purpose of the bill is to alleviate the eondition of the sub-
standard worker, and if the agricultural worker is the lowest
paid in the world, then why exempt agricultural labor? You
exempt them simply because you know agriculture cannot live
under the provisions of this law.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. GIFFORD. I was quite willing to yield to the gentle-
man; but under the permission I have to revise and extend,
I hope to make a proper ending to my own remarks. [Laugh-
ter and applause.]

The passage of this wage and hour law would add greatly
to the encouragement of the workers of the North, who have
s0 long been obliged to compete with the cheap labor condi-
tions in other parts of the country. However, the good re-
sults which ought to flow from this legislation should be
regarded as by no means sectional or of especial benefit to
northern industry. This legislation is rather aimed to hene-
fit the workers now being exploited in other sections of the
country in order to take business away from the more pro-
gressive areas. In fact, the charge of sectiomalism is amply
disproved on the floor today by the tremendous vote in favor
of the consideration of the bill coming from all sections of
the country. After careful consideration of the broader
aspects of this legislation we have decided that the measure
is for the benmefit of the Nation as a whole. Certainly it
should result in bringing to the low-paid areas a greater pur-
chasing power, which has been the hurqen of our arguments
for the past several years. The wage worker in any industry
should be protected against the loss of his job or the lowering
of his living standards in the endeavor of industry to exploit
him by forced aceeptance of a low standard of wages” Amer-
ican business should not all go to the low-wage employer.
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This is not sectional legislation.
national in scope and character.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr, KELLER].

Mr, KELLER, Mr. Chairman, I am very glad, indeed, to
intervene just at this point between my two friends on this
floor, whose discussion has shown something to exist that
does not exist at all—that is to say, sectionalism—in this
wage and hour bill.

I want to call your attention to this fact, and I do not
want any of my friends from the South to kid themselves
into believing that this is or can be considered a sectional
question, because it is not, as proved by the facts I am going
to cite you right here and now.

The good old State of Pennsylvania in 1936, at the peak of
the recovery period, had to grant relief aid to full-time
workers whose wages were as low as $7 a week. This was
revealed to be the case in 29 percent of the 190,000 relief
grants that were examined. That is to say, out of the
190,000 cases examined, 74,000 working full time received
relief from the State of Pennsylvania.

Further proof of this is that the same survey, which I take
from the October number of the Monthly Labor Review, an
official publication of this Government, shows that in 79
cities in 39 States divided among the North, South, East, and
West, similar relief grants had to be made to full-time work-
ers, many of whom received no more than six or seven dol-
lars a week—not enough to exist on at those points. Hence
these grants and hence this bill. The South does not en-
compass 39 States, and the South is not being mulcted by
this law. It is being lifted out of the condition it has fallen
into during a century and half of its self-control through
these State governments,

These facts, therefore, show clearly that this bill is not a
sectional measure; it is purely a national measure. It is not
anything else, and never can be.

I want now to call your attention to another subject. We
have in this bill what is coming to be known as the escala-
tor provision, which is a provision to start at a sufficiently
Jow figure as to permit as little shock as possible, or as little
fear of shock as possible to business in adapting itself to the
new wage and hour law. We begin there and advance it
little by little until 40 cents an hour is reached.

This escalator provision does another thing: It starts at a
limited number of hours above 40 hours per week and re-
duces the hours by easy stages to 40, so that in due course
we will have 40 cents an hour and 40 hours a week all over
the whole United States, not have that in some part but have
it in all parts of the country.

This so-called escalator provision, let me say to you, is the
idea of a southerner, a man of brilliant mind, great heart,
good soul, a thoroughgoing southerner who knows exactly
what this thing means and what it is going to mean, because
he knows that the South must raise its wages if it is going
to prosper along with the rest of this country. His name
is Graaam A. BArDEN, a new Member of this House, a new
member on the Labor Committee, a man who thinks all the
way through, fairly to all sides, and then gives expression
to his brilliant mind. He did this in what we are coming
to know as the escalator clause.

This in all fairness ought always to be known as the
Barden amendment, because out of BarpEN’s mind, out of
BARDEN'S brain, and out of BARDEN’s soul came this amend-
ment which was offered last year to the bill which came be-
fore this House. I do not propose that his name shall be
cut away from this legislation or that his name shall be for-
gotten. He has the ability, the character, the education, the
aspiration, the sympathy for his fellowman that in due course
will make him one of the recognized leaders of the new
South. He has vision, but he also has practical sense and
a wide experience in the affairs of men that are bound to
stand him in hand in the adjustments that the coming years
are certain to require. He, above all things else, is honest
and unafraid. This Barden amendment is an earnest of
his future service to his country.

This is uniform legislation,
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I want now to present one more point, and only one, and
that is this: When the N. R. A. came on it saved the indus-
tries of this country from chaos, nothing less. And how did
it do it? Although we had 500 codes, every one of them
made a floor for wages and a ceiling for the workweek. It
was, in fact, our first wage and hour law.

I am simply calling attention to the facts, and I want you
to get the facts, and I challenge any opponent of this bill
to successfully dispute what I am here presenting.

In the South the codes set $12 a week for 40 hours of labor
as the minimum wage and in the North $13. What hap-
pened? The South prospered as it never had prospered be-
fore. The South paid $12 for 40 hours’ work. It could
afford to pay and did pay the wages, and it did prosper.
And so did the North. What is the use of trying to cover
the fact? As chairman of the subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Labor I carried on for 2 years an investigation
of the textile industry. I took up that question of the
effect of the N. R. A. before the subcommittee time after time,
with many businessmen from many sections of the country.
All of them agreed the N. R. A. had saved the business of
the country from chaos. Nobody denied it, and nobody who
knows and has a regard for the truth can.

The trouble did not come under or because of the high
wages. Here came the trouble: The Supreme Court nulli-
fled the N. R. A. and then began the difficulty, because the
chiselers in business in this country began to cut the wages
and to lengthen the hours of labor. Immediately, we started
into a tailspin economically in this country. We ought to
know enough to stop the thing where it is. It is for that
reason that this bill is an absolute necessity nationally, just
as much for the South as for the North, just as much and
no more for New England as it is for South Carolina and
Georgia. And Georgia needs it, and you will never have
what you ought to have in Georgia until you get something
of this kind and put it into force and effect.

I have no illusion as to what this wage and hour bill may
accomplish. It may not give many new jobs.

This is, however, a vital matter to industry itself as well
as to the men and women who work in industry. When we
reach a 40-40 basis nationally, the cheaters and chiselers in
industry will be through with the exploitation of abject and
helpless poverty for profit. We can then legislate effectively
without any fear of injury or injustice to any business or any
section. This laying of a wage floor and the establishment
of an hour ceiling is the first very necessary step to effective,
permanent labor legislation. 3

We can then proceed to the procurement of a much shorter
workweek, to a much greater purchasing power, to the as-
surance of a job for every man and woman who wants to
work, to the provision for the opportunity for universal em-
ployment so that the 700,000 young people coming ready for
industry each year shall know that a job is ready for them
when they are ready for the job, and that it will so continue
so long as they are able to work. That even then old-age
pensions will provide security against the paralyzing fear of
poverty as they approach the sunset of life. This is not too
much to expect. We shall indeed do vastly more.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illi-
nois has expired.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. LAMBERTSON].

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman who
just left the floor, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, KeLLER],
said a good deal about the N. R. A. The N. R. A. decision
of 9 to 0 by the Supreme Court was one of the finest things
that ever happened for this administration, because it saved
it the stigma of failure. The N. R. A. was soon to fall of
its own weight. While the N. R. A. raised some of the lower
wages, employers pulled down some of the higher ones, and
that answers your argument that this will increase the pur-
chasing power. It will not increase it one dollar, because
they will take it off the higher wages if they have to put it
on the lower ones, and that is the N. R. A., and the 9-to-0
decision by the Supreme Court was the greatest face saver
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this administration has had. The N. R. A. would have fallen
in a short time of its own weight. It drove small businesses
to the wall, just as this will do. It drove thousands of small
concerns out, and this bill will do the same thing. This
was proposed in May by the President, in the middle of the
Court fight, with a determination that it should be a second
N. R. A. That is why this is before the House. If is before
us as a second N. R. A, pure and simple. It is not the
intention of the Chief Executive to fail in anything. He
put the second A. A. A. over, and my farmers do not like
it; and he will put the second N. R. A. over if he can, and I
feel that a rubber-stamp House will let it go through. Our
hope is on the other side, in the Senate, and that is all that
is left for us.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Yes; I yield to the brilliant gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. COX. Did I understand the gentleman to say, in
effect, that the pending bill is the result of a marriage
between politics and the C. I. O.?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. I think so.
procession.

Mr. COX. And that this bill would not be here except for
the political exigencies of some people?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. It is only here because there is a
fight in labor. In spite of the President’s persistence, this
bill would not be on the floor of the House today if it were
not for the fight between the C. I. O. and the A. F. of L.
That is all that brought this bill here. John Lewis’ Labor’s
Nonpartisan League led the procession. Mr. Green had
finally to fall in; but neither one is for this bill, and the
Denver convention of the A. F. of L. a year ago was not
really for any wage-hour bill.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Yes.

Mr, FLETCHER. The gentleman implies that he is op-
posed to both the agricultural legislation that has been
passed, and which is approved by a member of his own party
on the Agricultural Committee, and from his own State, and
he is opposed fo labor legislation that we are now consid-
ering. Has he any substitute for either one of those
measures?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. You bet I have, for both of them.

Mr, FLETCHER. What would be the gentleman’s substi-
tute? Will the gentleman put it in the REcorRD?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. I will put it in here. The farmers
never asked for this farm bill. All they wanted at most
was a soil-conservation program and cheap money. They
would have been satisfied with that.

Mr, FLETCHER. Did any farmer ever write the gentle-
man about cheap money? Nobody I ever knew of wrote
about cheap money.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Did not the gentleman ever hear
about Brur. LEMEE? What we want is to put 13,000,000 men to
work and not to raise the wages of some who have jobs
already. There is an absolute fallacy in this bill ever putting
anybody to work. It will throw plenty of them out of work.
For this bill I would substitute one giving the Federal Trade
Commission power to declare any wage in interstate com-
merce unfair which was substandard.

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman explain
how we can put 3,000,000 people back to work unless we pro-
vide sufficient buying power for them to buy back the very
things they make?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. That is the fallacy that runs
throughout the theories of this administration.

Mr, ALLEN of Pennsylvania, The gentleman has not yet
explained the fallacy.

Mr, LAMBERTSON. How can you put people to work by
raising the wages of those who have the jobs already? You
bhad better create more jobs, spread the work.

The C. I. O. led the
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The hour principle of the bill is all right but the minimum
wage is the asinine part of the bill and the real bad part of it.

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. You create more jobs if
you create more buying power.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield two additional min-
utes to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Did the gentleman ever hear of buy-
ing power being created anywhere on the face of God's
earth other than through the toil of man?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. That is the real thing. You are
not going to bring about prosperity by priming the pump,
nor are you going to increase employment by raising the
wages of those who have jobs. Both are fallacious.

Mr. KITCHENS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. EITCHENS. The gentleman spoke of the farmers'
wanting cheap money. Will not this bill create monopolies,
destroy small industries and small factories, and place them
in the hands of capitalists and great industrialists? They
are the ones who fix the value of money. In that way they
will have control of the wages and of all labor.

Mr. LAMBERTSON. Yes; by destroying small business
and throwing all business into the hands of monopoly.
That is the vice of this bill.

Mr. KITCHENS. Without control by the Congress of
money and its value we cannot fix wages, can we?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. I do not think so.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. I yield.

Mr., BRADLEY. If that is the case will the gentleman
explain why the chambers of commerce in all the indus-
trial cities are practically opposed to this bill?

Mr. LAMBERTSON. I do not know that to be the case.
The point is that a wage-hour hill that was considered after
the one that was recommitted did not exempt farmers.
What if all farm labor were given $4 a day. Immediately
half of it would be unemployed. Ostensibly this bill exempts
farmers but in reality it does not. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, McREYNOLDS].

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, I have been very
much interested in this discussion. Especially was I at-
tracted to the words and the admissions of the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. Girrorp] that he favors this bill
because he feels it will give New England a sectional ad-
vantage. I had hoped—while I knew that that was true—
I had hoped that every Member of this Congress would at
least want to leave the impression that he was supporting
the bill for the good of the whole country.

Since this orphan child was exhibited before us at the
special session last year it has had some growth. The brain
child of last December was a foundling dumped upon the
doorstep of the gentlewoman from New Jersey. It now
blushes forth as the robust child of those who a few
months ago knew him not. Cradled upon the pillow of
sectional advantage, suckling upon the breast of tariff dis-
crimination, the child has been snatched from its assumed
parents, Labor, and is now championed by the representa-
tives of northern and eastern industry. His little play-
mates, the men and women employed by southern industry,
their clothing rent by freight discriminations, their feet long
calloused by the sharp stones of Republican tariffs, stand
alone, forgotten by those who would have us believe they are
the champions of labor.

The battle lines are drawn between those who wish fo
cut off southern competition by throwing up but another
protecting tariff wall around the industries of the North
and East to the detriment of the wage earners of southern
factories.
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The last words I said during the discussion of the bill at
the special session was an appeal to send the bill back for
further study so that later on we could write a bill in the
true interests of the laboring men and women of this
country, a bill that the people really wanted, instead of
turning our duty over, as we did in that bill, to some ad-
ministrator not answerable to the people.

I had hoped that a bill would be brought before the House
that I could support. There is no one more against cheap
Jabor than I. If I thought this bill would do what they
say it will I would be for it, but it cannot under the
present conditions. If you know the conditions and throw
away political incentives you know in your own heart that
this bill is not in favor of the laboring man or of labor
organizations.

The argument is made for the passage of this bill that
in order to increase prosperity you have to increase the
purchasing power of the laborer. This is true, provided
each laborer who has a job now retains that job and re-
ceives an increase in his pay. But it is not true if many
who are now employed, even at a low wage, are thrown
out of employment, or if the minimum wage set forth in this
bill in many instances proves to be the maximum wage.
This has occurred here in Washington where they have a
minimum and maximum wage law, and it will occur all
over the country whenever this bill is passed and becomes
a law. I think no one would make the argument that
if this bill is passed it will increase employment, as the
facts are very evident that it will not. At present we have
many millions of people out of employment and this is no
time for experiments, If we did not have these unemployed
and times were good, this bill might improve conditions.

One provision in this bill which I can heartily support
is the child-labor amendment. [Applause.] I favor that,
but I do not favor this bill and shall vote against it if it
is left in its present form.

I insist that 25 cents an hour is not enough for any man or
woman who can perform decent labor and do it under proper
circumstances if the party by whom he or she is employed
can afford to pay more. But what do you propose to do?
¥You propose to put upon us in the southland the same rates,
regardless of the character and kind of conditions. You give
no incentive to the man or woman to receive more for his or
her work. You propose to make us pay the inefficient just
the same as the efficient. Let me say that, in my opinion,
this minimum wage in many instances will prove to be the
maximum wage. Let me say to my laboring friends in the
gallery that I have voted for the principal bills in favor of
labor from the Howell-Barkley bill, the railroad retirement
bill, the arbitration bill, to do away with the “yellow dog” con-
tract, the National Labor Relations bill, and the Guffey coal
bill, but if this bill is passed, remember it will fix a precedent;
it will fix the minimum and the maximum wages; and if it is
held constitutional by the Supreme Court, which is very
doubtful, you will regret the day this bill passed. Why do I
say it?

Not long will it be until the automobile workers, not long
will it be until the steel workers and others, will come back
and ask this body to fix wages for all industry, big and small,
which only the big industries can pay. When that time comes
you will need no labor organization and you will have none,
and I do not want fo see that occur, because I believe in
organized labor and collective bargaining. In my opinion,
that is as true as God made little apples. Put that in your
pipe and smoke it.

Mr. FLETCHER. Will the gentleman yield for a brief
question?

Mr. McREYNOLDS. I have not the time.

I say that because I believe wages should be fixed by col-
lective bargaining. You cannot fix wages all over the United
States at one price. May I say further that this is not the
President’s bill. You heard his message to this House, and I
will give just one guotation from that message, which he
delivered on January 3, 1938:

No reasonable person seeks a complete uniformity in wages In
every part of the United States.
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If, referring to the President’s remarks which I have just
quoted, that “no reasonable person seeks a complete uniform-
ity in wages in every part of the United States,” why are you
trying to push it down our throats?

A few days ago, when the relief bill was before the House
for consideration, I offered an amendment to that bill pro-
viding that the unskilled workers of the W. P. A. be paid a
uniform wage with no discrimination. I explained to you at
that time that in certain sections of the South the W. P. A.
were paying our workers $19.20 a month, and under the same
conditions in northern New York they were paying $40 a
month, here in Washington $45 a month, and in New York
City $55 a month. Mr. Gill, Deputy Director of the W. P. A,
advised me that these rates were figured out by the Labor
Department on the cost of the standard of living. I told this
House at that time you people who are advocating this wage
and hour bill today and who are asking our southern indus-
tries to pay the same rate as they pay in the North, should
certainly vote for that amendment, and you had a chance to
be consistent, but you refused to do it and voted it down. If
you had voted to pay our W. P. A. workers the same, then I
would have had reason to vote for this bill. By passing this
bill and refusing to pass my amendment you are putting the
Government in the position of recognizing a difference in
their pay from $19 to $40 between the North and the South.
Our distressed people in the South are entitled to the same
consideration as yours are in the North.

Pass this bill in its present form and who will gain by it?
Northern and eastern labor? No. You gentlemen charged
when I offered my amendment to the relief bill that the
wages of W. P, A, were paid according to existing wage rates.
If that be true, then the scale paid in the North and in the
East by the W. P. A, proves that your workers already are
getting more than 25 cents per hour. Who then will benefit
by the passage of this bill in its present form? The northern
and eastern industrialists. Why? Because added to the
burden of excessive freight rates, the age-long discrimina-
tions placed against struggling southern industry, this bill
will be the final blow to competition of goods made by many
small industries in the South and sold in the eastern and
northern markets.

Who will be the losers by the passage of this bill in its
present form? The southern worker, and you know it. If
the goods he makes cannot compefe in the northern and east-
ern markets he will lose his job. What good will a 25-cent or
a 40-cent rate be to him then?

It may be good politics to pass legislation stating that these
fine spring days must continue throughout the year. I would
like them to stay on throughout the year myself. Especially
so for the poor fellow who has no overcoat. But you know as
well as I that no matter what laws you may pass to the con-
trary winter and snow and frost will come.

You also know that no matter how much you may like to
see the workers of this country make good wages and work
short hours that alone depends upon the economic conditions
of this country; that the employer, in whatever industry, can
pay wages—good or bad—alone from the profits he gets from
the products he makes. You may pass a law stating that
John Jones, who sweeps the floor of the factory, shall get
25 or 40 cents per hour and that he shall work but 44 or 40
hours per week., Fine and dandy, no one would like to see
John get those wages or work those hours more than I.
What I know, and what you know, however, is that unless
John’s employer makes a profit from his mill, John will
sweep no floors at all. He will go on relief. Now, if John’s
employer has to pay discriminatory freight rates, if his mill is
located far from the markets both of his finished product
and the raw material from which his product is made, that
cuts the margin of profit out of which John is paid. Add to
John’s employer the added burden of having to pay John the
same hourly rate as that paid in another mill close fo the
source of raw materials and closer to the market and you
cut the margin of profit still further, perhaps you eliminate
it altogether. What then for John? By statute the sun
shines and the flowers bloom throughout the year. - John has
his wage rate, his shorter workweek. If he only had a job,
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that would be swell. But as sure as the coming of the snow
in winter, John’s employer will fold up if he cannot make a
profit, and then John’s wage scale will avail him nothing.

And so, my friends, much as I should like to vote for a
bill that will be in the true interests of the wage earners of
my district, my conscience will not permit me to vote for
this bill, knowing as I do that it will punish the workers I
represent here in Congress.

Mr. HEALEY., Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McREYNOLDS. I cannot yield, and I say that in the
greatest of friendship.

A few days ago I saw in the press where my good friend
from Massachusetts [Mr. HeaLEy] had assumed command of
the forces toward the passage of this bill and he gave out an
interview that they would not allow any amendments of any
character, I am very sorry to know this. I had thought
while they are determined to pass a bill that any amend-
ments we might offer which would have a tendency to im-
prove the bill would not be turned down without considera-
tion. This bill has made strange bedfellows. I imagine as
General HeEALEY approaches and gets ready for this fight, he
discovers on the Republican side a tall black-headed hand-
some gentleman who has never in any way associated himself
with the administration. The General assumes, of course,
he is carrying the flag of the administration but the gentle-
man on the other side is not marching under this flag; he
carries the flag of the northern and eastern industries and we
discover that it is Lieutenant Fism in command of a small
squadron. I imagine a conference occurred among these
gentlemen that went something like this:

“Why, of course, I could not carry your flag, General, be-
cause on this reorganization bill in one sense I actually pro-
nounced the man a dictator or words to that effect.” Gen-
eral HeaLey replied, “You must remember this is a camou-
flage. While I voted for the reorganization bill, most of the
boys from the East voted against it. So this is a camouflage.
You know, these boys in the South are real Democrats. They
were Democrats before we ever thought about it. We have
this camouflage here and perhaps we might get some of
them to follow and march under that banner.” So you see
why my friend from New York is advocating this bill. He
thinks it will give him some sectional advantage, and I make
that statement with the greatest respect. I read that quo-
tation from the President’s message to show that this is not
the President’s bill. I have stood by the President as well
as any man in this House. My record is as clear as anyone’s
in that respect. But may I say when that section of my
country is involved, I shall stand and fight as I see best for
my own people,

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HARTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 5
additional minutes.

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Mr. Chairman, you are familiar with
how we are discriminated against so far as freight rates are
concerned. It costs almost twice as much to ship from my
town, Chattanooga, to Chicago, 330 miles, as it does from
Chicago to Chattanooga. We have tried to do away with
these discriminations, but have been unable to do so. It is
not the big fellow who will feel the effects of this.

It is the little fellow for whom I am talking. It is the
little industries in my district, the little canneries, the little
sawmills in my district that are giving employment to those
few people situated way up on the mountains and out in
the country that cannot pay this wage. Those people will
be out of employment. As the gentleman from Kansas said
a while ago, the minimum will be the maximum, as the higher
will be reduced to the lower.

Mr. Chairman, I stand up here today speaking for the little
man. Instead of increasing employment, this bill is bound
to put at least 2,000,000 more people on the relief rolls, in
my opinion. God knows we want to keep these people off of
relief as much as possible. Let us put some amendments in
this bill that will aid in the direction of keeping people off the
relief rolls.

Mr. Chairman, I am sorry that the gentleman from Massa~
chusetts has seen fit to raise the sectional line. I thank God

there is no sectionalism in my veins, but when the southland
is being attacked, and when discrimination is being regis-
tered against that country in which I was born and raised
and upon whose hills and valleys my dear ones sleep, you
may expect me to stand up for justice to that section of the
country. Just after the great Civil War our people accepted
defeat and when they returned to their homes many found
no homes. The homes had been destroyed. Their loved
ones were gone, their houses were burned, their fences de-
stroyed, and they had no personal property. But they had
more than personal property. They had that true manhood
and womanhood of the southern people. The southern
woman showed the same spirit as the Spartan mother when
she sent her son forth to battle: “Return, my son, upor: thy
shield or with it.”

‘We worked and did the best we could, and as we progressed
we sold in an open market and we bought in a closed market
because we were an agricultural section and the other was
industrial. But we continued to grow on account of cli-
matic conditions: closer to raw material and with no labor
troubles, and manufacturers came to the South, and we have
been competing with northern industry regardless of the
fact that we are discriminated against by railroad rates and
have longer shipments to market. These conditions exist
now, and the northern industries are trying to stop the prog-
ress of the South and they feel if they can pass this bill it
will really be a tariff against southern goods. I had thought
this country was big enough and great enough, with im-
proved communication and transportation, that the eastern
and northern sections could realize that the prosperity of
one section affected the prosperity of another. I think some
day you will recognize you have made a mistake, because
our moneys are constant feeders to the eastern cities.

I am sorry this question has been raised, but since it has,
I, for one, shall stay with that southern country regardless
of what may be my political sacrifice.

Let us salvage what is best in the bill and eliminate that
which is designed to give sectional advantage to one sec-
tion of the country at the expense of the other. Let us
amend the bill in the true interests of the workers every-
where. Let us make of it a bill that will help the worker
and the man who pays the worker his salary. It can be
made to work in the mutual interest of both worker and
employer. Unless it does the bill should not be passed.
[Applause.]

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BoIiLEAU.]

Mr. BOILEAU. Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gentle-
man from Tennessee referred to the differentials in wages
paid W. P. A. workers. I wish to remind the Members there
is no discrimination in W. P. A. wages in any section of the
country. The law provides that wages paid to W. P. A. labor
shall be equal to the prevailing wages in the respective
areas of the country,

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Is not that as to skilled and not
.unskilled labor?

Mr. BOILEAU. No; as I understand, as to all labor in
the W. P. A. it is intended the prevailing wage shall be paid.

Mr. McREYNOLDS. No; I beg the gentleman’s pardon,
that is as to the skilled labor.

Mr, BOILEAU. I believe the gentleman is in error.

Mr. McREYNOLDS. No; I am not.

Mr. BOILEAU. The W. P. A, pays the prevailing wage,
whether or not it is written into the law. On that particu-
lar point, the fact of the matter is that it does pay the
prevailing wage. It makes only such difference in the
wages in the various areas as unskilled labor receives in
such areas. The reason you have the 16-cent per hour rate
in the Southern States as compared with the 38-cent per
hour rate in some of the Northern States, in communities
of comparable size, is that the prevailing wage in the re-
spective communities varies to that extent.

Mr. McREYNOLDS. Will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. BOILEAU. Yes.

Mr. McREYNOLDS. I made inquiry of the W. P. A. as to
how the unskilled labor was paid and I found that the




7290

officials of the W. P. A. have drawn zones which include from
the edge of Kentucky south. They stated to me they had
figured out the rate in accordance with the standard of
living, and furthermore, that what affects it is the cities
or towns in the county or adjoining counties.

Mr. BOILEAU. Yes; they determine the wage according
to the prevailing wage in the community. If the gentleman
will read the bill we passed in the House just the other day
he will find it contained a provision to the effect that
W. P. A. wages should not be less per hour than the hourly
wage prevailing in the various communities. The only rea-
son there are differentials in the W. P. A. wages in the South
and the North is that industrial labor bears the same differ-
ential in wage rates. I predict that if you pass this bill
with a minimum of 25 cents an hour for industrial labor
there will be no justification for paying one cent less than
25 cents an hour to W. P. A. workers in any section of the
country, and you will automatically bring up the wage paid
to W. P. A, labor in the South. I am for it. Personally I
do not believe any man in the country, whether he be in
the North or the South or the East or the West, should be
obliged to work and provide for a family on a wage of less
than 25 cents an hour or $11 per week. That is little
enough for any man, and it is all we contend for in this bill.
If we were fixing wages for all labor throughout the different
sections of the country there would then be some justifica-
tion for this claim of setting up differentials, but as long as
we are only fixing a minimum wage, a wage that is so low
that below it nobody could be expected to live and main-
tain a family in health and decency, no one can claim we are
trying to discriminate against any section of the country.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield very briefly to the gentleman.

Mr. COX. If the gentleman had the power to fix the
wages of labor, would he in the exercise of that power totally
and completely disregard the ability of the employer to pay
the wage fixed, and would the——

Mr. BOILEAU. Allright; I will answer the question. I do
not want the gentleman to take too much of my time. The
gentleman finished the speech of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts, and I do not want him to finish my speech.

Mr. COX., Would the gentleman in the exercise of that
power disregard the right of a free person to sell his own
labor as he might wish?

Mr, BOILEAU. You put this hour and wage legislation
into effect as it is written here, with a minimum of 25 cents,
and inside of a year there will not be any employer in my
State who will not pay half again that much to his employees.
Most are already paying that much. In those industries
where less than 25 cents an hour is being paid in my State
the industries are forced to compete with certain sections
of the country that are paying a lot less. ¥You bring your
standards up to standards of health and decency and we will
increase ours greater than they are today. What is more,
we are preserving for organized labor its right to bargain

collectively, and it will bargain for a higher wage than that..

By this law you merely enable our people to maintain a
decent standard while you are having a decent standard in
the South. We will pay higher wages than you will be-
cause—and I say this without any reflection on the South—
I believe we have been a little more progressive along these
lines in the North, and I think most of you will agree with
that statement.

Mr, COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. I am sorry, I cannot yield. I should be
very glad to yield, but I must answer the question the gen-
tleman propounded. I have not finished answering it yet.

All we ask of you is just to give us half a chance to main-
tain decent levels. Something was said here about some of
the northern industries paying less than 25 cents an hour.
That is true, but if you will examine the northern industries
that are paying less than 25 cents an hour, I believe you will
find—and I do not claim to have studied this thing through,
but make this statement simply after reflecting on some of
the industries that came to my mind a moment ago—that
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practically all of the northern industries that are paying less
than 25 cents an hour are in direct competition with your
industries in the South. That is the trouble.

You bring your wages up to a minimum of 25 cents an
hour and we will increase our wages to a much higher level
than that.

The gentleman from Georgia asked me if I would be willing
to fix all wages without regard to the cost of living or the
cost of maintaining a family. Of course, I would not do that.

Mr. COX. No; that was not my question,

Mr, BOILEAU. I understood that to be the last part of
the gentleman’s question.

Mr. COX. I said without regard to the ability of the
employer to pay the wage.

Mr. BOILEAU. I will say this to the gentleman: That so
far as I am concerned, any industry that cannot pay a decent
wage has no justification for existing. [Applause.]

Mr. COX. Then the gentleman favors monopoly?

Mr. BOILEAU. I want to be courteous to the gentleman,
but my time is limited and I must refuse to yield further.

I want to make that very clear so there will not be any
misunderstanding about how I personally feel about it. I
think the men working in an industry have just as much
right to get a living out of that industry as the man who
owns the capital invested in the industry, and I do not believe
in destroying capitalism either. I believe in the capitalistic
system, although I believe our present capitalistic system is in
need of a good deal of reform. I maintain there are more
people who have a right to get a decent living out of a
business than the man who happens to own the factory.
No American citizen should be required, because of the force
of economic conditions, to accept a job because it happens
to be the only one available and then be denied of the right
to a decent living for his family and himself.

We are just fixing a minimum wage here. If we were
fixing minimums and maximums, I would say there might
be some cause of objection from some sections of the coun-
try; but when we are fixing the minimum wage as low as
we are in this bill, I cannot see how anybody, who has any
desire to help out the underprivileged in this country, can
object to the standard we fix here on the ground that the
wages are too high.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman,
yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. FLETCHER. The gentleman said he believed that
labor should have its fair share. What does the gentleman
think of the profit-sharing plan that is being widely dis-
cussed now as a means of providing an equitable distribu-
tion?

Mr. BOILEAU. The trouble with most of those plans I
have seen is that about 25 percent of the profit goes to 99
percent of the people in the industry and about 75 percent
of the profit goes to about 1 percent of the people in the
industry. The proportions are all wrong in the few ex-
periments I have seen worked out. The idea is sound, and
if it can be worked out, well and good. One good way to
start distributing some of these profits is to say to the em-
ployer, “You employ your men, but you are not going to be
permitted to employ a man at a wage so low that you ruin
the whole industry, so that no one else can make a decent
living out of the industry but yourself.”

The gentleman from Tennessee referred to sawmills in
his ' State, and said they could not afford to pay these
wages. The remarkable thing about that is that some of
the lumber mills up in my State have taken the same posi-
tion. This is the thing that convinces me we have got to
adopt a national program, because the lumber industry in
our State is making the same complaint that the lumber
industry is making down in Tennessee. If you put them
both on a par and say, “You cannot pay less than 25 cents
an hour at the present time, and that you must gradually
increase wages so that inside of 3 years you must pay at
least 40 cents an hour,” they will then be on a fair basis
of competition, and both will be able to pay these minimum

will the gentleman
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wages without ruining the whole industry; but if you permit
the southern industries to chisel on the northern indus-
tries, and the northern industries to chisel on the southern
industries, you are not going to have decent wages in any
part of the country. You must take the whole industry
and make these necessary changes, and I want to emphasize
this fact.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 3 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. BOILEAU. I yield.

Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. Chairman, I wish to ask the gen-
tleman this question: If I understand this bill correctly,
the minimum wage goes up 5 cents per hour for 4 successive
years on an 8-hour day, which would be an increase of 40
cents a day. Is that correct?

Mr. BOILEAU. Eleven dollars a week now and $16 a week
in 3 years.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Assuming that we raise the price level
up to the 1926 price level of commodities and necessities of
life, where will you be the first year or the second year, or
the third year? Will not the increase in the price of neces-
sities more than offset the increase in wages over the full
3-year period?

Mr. BOILEAU. It may to a certain extent, but not to the
full extent, and let me say to the gentleman that the one
thing this country needs more than anything else is an in-
creased commodity price level and an increased level of
property values, because if we are to stabilize at present
wages and present values of real estate and all other hold-
ings this country will continue to be in a bad condition, be-
cause the only way this country can ever pay its public and
private debts is to have those debis more easily paid by
increased income and increased values of property. If you
increase the income of the people, of course, that will in-
crease living costs to some extent, but you will also increase
property values and the debt burden upon private citizens
and upon the Government of this country and the States
and municipalities will be that much more readily and easily
liquidated. It is necessary for progress that there be an in-
creased wage and an increased property value. We cannot
hope to get out of the hole that we are in if we stay at the
present price level and wage level.

Mr. CRAWFORD. And in that respect the gentleman is
referring to the payment of debts only?

Mr. BOILEAU. Yes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. The gentleman leaves outf of the ques-
tion the man who has no debt?

Mr. BOILEAU. No; because that man who has no debt
coming to him has property if he is solvent. He has prop-
erty or he can transfer his cash into property. He gets
an advantage through an increase in the value of his
property. The man who has no wealth and no debts will be
in the same position as he was before this change takes
place. He is going along with the trend of the times. His
position would not be changed one way or the other.

I do not want to indulge on any further discussion on that
point, not because I would not be glad to do it if I had the
time, but I want to conclude by emphasizing the point that
in my mind is the controlling feature in this argument. We
are fixing only a minimum wage, and that wage is only $11
a week. I submit that most of us spend that much money
every week on pure luxuries, and perhaps more, and we
ought to be willing that the fellow who works hard to earn
a living for his family should have at least that much in
order to keep body and soul together for his dependents and
himself. [Applause.]

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. ALLEN].

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, for a few
moments I wish to direct the attention of this Commitiee
away from sectionalism. This is not a bill which aggravates
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sectionalism. The State of Pennsylvania and the industrial
States of the North need this bill just as much as do the
States of the South. We must think in this country in terms
where we realize that one section cannot prosper at the
expense of another, that one industry cannot benefit itself
at the expense of another. We are all bound together inex-
tricably, closely, by division of labor and division of services,
so that the effects in one part of the country are imme-
diately felt in other parts. This is a bill which will do
more good, in my opinion, than any piece of legislation that
has come before us at this session of Congress to preserve
for the future our enfire system of private enterprise. We
have gone along for years solving the problem of mass pro-
duction, but we have failed to realize in our endeavors that
mass production carries with it as a necessary corollary mass
consumption., While we have developed producing power in
America, we have entirely ignored the fact that there are
millions of people who are potential customers whom we need
today and that until they become customers in fact and in
reality, we are going to have this depression and this serious
business stagnation.

Mr, COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Not now. This bill has a
threefold purpose as I see it. First, it eliminates sweat
shops—it seems to me at this point that this answers the
accusation by the opposition that we who are defending the
bill are doing so for political reasons or under pressure from
great labor organizations. The bill does not affect organ-
ized labor, but those 5,000,000 American working men and
women who have not yet been benefited by organized labor.
It affects 5,000,000 people who are outside the protection of
labor organizations. The A. F. of L. and the C. I. O. are
for the bill because they realize that there is a vast sub-
merged group of our citizens which needs this help and
which they cannot give them at this time.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ALLEN of Pennsylvania. Not yet. This bill will in-
crease employment and aid industry by eliminating that
ruthless type of competition which pays substandard wages
and works labor long back-breaking hours, and it will further
aid industry by furnishing those customers whom I de-
scribed a few moments ago. How anybody on the floor of
this House could object to this bill is more than I can
understand. It demands a minimum weekly wage of $11
only. Let me remind my colleagues that the average
American family today consists of four persons, and if we
divide that four into the $11 a week, it gives $2.75 for a
breadwinner to house and to clothe, to feed and to educate,
and to give medical attention to each member of his family.
That is 40 cents per day if you please. You could not do it
and I could not do it. We have no right as representatives
of our people to expect 5,000,000 of our fellow men to do the
impossible. Any industry that cannot pay its labor $11 per
week has no right to exist. It is a constant menace to our
economic structure. If we are going to pull ourselves up
from this depression we must provide American business
with customers, customers with buying power. If we pass
this wage and hour bill we are taking the first determined,
constructive step in that direction. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania has expired.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. MAVERICK].

BILL SUPPORTED BY A. F. OF L,, C. L. 0., AND RAIL BROTHERHOODS

Mr. MAVERICK. Mr. Chairman, I call attention to the
fact that this is not a C. I, O. bill. The C, 1. O. bill that was
defeated last session was a mild affair.

This is the A. F. of L. bill. And the reason it was given
consideration is because the American Federation of Labor
is for it, So this is not a conspiracy of Moscow or the C. 1. O,,
or of that alleged bad man, John Lewis. This is a bill of
that nice gentleman, Bill Green, who is opposed to Govern=-
ment spending and stands well in respectable circles.
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But, seriously, this bill is supported by the American Fed-
eration of Labor, the Committee for Industrial Organiza-
tion, and the four brotherhoods. It is supported by hundreds
of other organizations and opposed by all reactionaries. It
is favored by Labor’s Nonpartisan League. In truth it is a
piece of legislation which seeks to protect labor all over our
country.

IT IS FUNDAMENTAL LEGISLATION AND OF GREAT IMPORTANCE

This bill is of considerable importance to this Nation and
not of superficial importance, It goes to the very economic
fabric of the entire country.

It is a national matter.

As I said the other day when my friends from my part of
the country said they wanted the same wages on W. P. A,,
it is a thing that involves our history and our present con-
ditions.

IS THE BILL SECTIONAL? YES, IT WILL BENEFIT ALL SECTIONS

It has been said that this bill is sectional in character, Let
us see whether it is or not.

No lower wages are paid in the United States of America
that are paid in my district. I am not criticizing Alabama
or Mississippi or Georgia. Wages paid in my district are just
as low as wages paid in theirs.

Therefore, as far as I am concerned, this is a sectional
bill, because I want the people of my district to get as good
wages as the people do in the North and the West. [Ap-
plause.]

We are representatives of the United States of America,
which is a nation; so we must look at this thing from a
national viewpoint. When this bill was up for consideration
before, the representatives of the South bitterly assailed it
and defeated if.

But listen. Some of us, I think, see a little spirit of revenge
on the part of our colleagues from the North and the West;
they are going to put this bill over, no matter whether any-
body likes it or not. My only hope is that if a reasonable
amendment is presented they will give it careful considera-
tion.

SOUTH PERSECUTED BY TARIFFS AND FREIGHT RATES

I want to say this much about the South, and it is true—
the South has been persecuted. For a hundred years it has
been persecuted by a tariff, it is persecuted now by unfair
freight rates.

As a result of all this and as a result of the incubus of the
colored people who were brought there as slaves—and some
of them have never really gotten out of that condition and
have brought the white sharecropper to their level—the
South has the lowest living standards of any part of the
United States of America.

I come before you and say: “O. K.; I throw in with you
people from the North and the West; I will vote with you;
but I want you to give my people in the South a square deal
on freight rates and all the rest. Be fair to my people.”

THE MINIMUM WAGE IS PROTECTION, NOT TARIFF ON THE SOUTH

As for this being an additional tariff on the South, it is
no such thing by any stretch of imagination. It is a benefit
to the South, because if you have tariff for the protection of
industry, and we have minimum wages, you are giving our
people in the South a break, some protection, some equality.
This is one of the reasons I am for the bill.

Industry is advancing in the South, but the South is still
an agrarian region. One thing I look upon with the highest
contempt is the attitude of some of the chambers of com-
merce of the South. My own chamber of commerce did it
once, but they do not do it any more—they advertised “cheap
and docile labor.”

NO LONGER LET US BE DOCILE

For my part, I want the laboring people in my section of
the country to exercise again that spirit of independence
they exercised in the Civil War and not be docile. No vio-
lence, if you please; just ballots; and a demand that we
have better standards of living. No; I don't want my
people to be docile, bowed-down beggars, but upstanding,
courageous Americans demanding all their rights.
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Yes, sir; I want them to demand the same wages as those
received by the rest of the people of the United States of
America. Some say they want a differential of 10 percent
lower for the South. That is nothing. Common labor in the
South gets about one-third or one-fourth of what it does in
the North. It is not a matter of 10 percent; it is the matter
of a huge amount. Laborers in the South get 60 and 70 cents
a day, while the same kind of labor in the North gets $3 a day.
The difference is tremendous and reflects itself in health,
education, and living standards in general.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WELCH. Mr, Chairman, I yield 3 additional minutes
to the gentleman from Texas.

BUT JUSTICE SHOULD BE GIVEN THE SOUTH

Mr. MAVERICE. Mr, Chairman, when we pass this bill we
are asking that justice be given the South as it is to the rest
of the Nation—the same kind of justice. I believe that if
some concessions are asked by the South they should be
considered, but I want everybody to know thaf, insofar as I
am concerned, I am going to vote for this bill just exactly as
it is, and I am not going to be soreheaded if you do not adopt
amendments.

HUNDREDS OF MILLIONS OF FEDERAL DOLLARS—WHY NOT FEDERAL LAWS?

Oh, you voted and spent tens of millions of dollars in the
South for the T. V. A. in Tennessee; you poured millions of
dollars into Texas for the Colorado River Authority; you
poured hundreds of millions of dollars into the South for
cotton subsidies and flood control; you poured billions of
dollars into the South for the W. P. A,, so why, in God's name,
shouldn’t the South observe the laws of the land as the rest
of the Nation does? If you let your Federal man come into
the South with money, they are going to put laws on the
South, and, as far as I am concerned, he can come on.

The people of the South are for the minimum-wage bill,
and there is plenty of proof of this. Lister Hrir, our good
colleague, just beat the socks off his opponent, and that was
the only issue.

Down in Florida—and this is no personal reflection on our
good colleague—Senator PEPPER was elected on that issue.

You who accuse the people of the South for being reaction-
ary and stupid have got to wake up, for that just is not so.
The people down South want the same protection people get
over the rest of the United States.

Everybody knows that, and time will surely tell

I believe if able enough men run for Congress upon this
and other New Deal issues they will surely be elected,
and I .do not mean to be personal about that. As far as I
am concerned, coming from a district which pays low wages,
I welcome this bill.

Let it come on, because it will benefit the United States of
America as a nation. We want a nation with decent stand-
ards. [Applause.]

THE WASTED LAND, BY GERALD JOHNSON,; AND SOUTHERN REGIONS OF THE
UNITED STATES, BY HOWARD ODUM—TWO GOOD BOOKS

Mr. Chairman, exercising my right to extend and revise my
remarks, I wish to add certain excerpts from a book by Hon,
Gerald W. Johnson, of North Carolina, who is on the Balti-
more Evening Sun. His book is entitled “The Wasted Land,”
and it concerns the South. I want to point out this Mr. John-
son is no wild-eyed Yankee meddling with our institutions;
he is a first-class southerner and so accepted over the South.

Mr. Johnson gives full credit to Howard W. Odum, author
of Southern Regions of the United States. Johnson's book
uses Odum’s, which is long, detailed, and monumental. In
fact, I believe that Mr. Odum’s book is the best account of the
condition of the South that has ever been written.

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL HURDLES OF THE SOUTH

I shall take the liberty of quoting from Mr. Johnson's
book, The Wasted Land. He says: “The first step for
southerners is to accept the inevitable and prepare for a long
pull."

But he adds:

The next step is not the introduction of any new activities, but
& more compact and efficlent organization of those already in




progress. This involves getting over a terrific psychological hurdle,
invisible, but nonetheless formidable. It consists of the imag-

Inary lines that bound the States.

These quotations display rather well the psychological
barrier to any solution of southern problems. That is be-
cause the hurdle exists in the mind of the southerner, and
likewise in the man of the North and West.

Unfortunately, some feeling is being developed among
regions and their political, labor, and business representa-
tives. What I hope is that our problems can be worked
out without unpleasant statutory force upon any region.

THE SOUTH ROLLS IN RICHES, SOUTHERNERS LIE IN POVERTY

Mr. Johnson proceeds to show the unsatisfactory condition
of the South, and says, “By comparison with the rest of
the United States the South is very rich and southerners
are very poor.” Then he adds:

When a region is conspicuously rich and the people who inhabit
it are conspicuously poor, it is a fair presumption that their
economy and statecraft are not up to the average, poor as that
is by comparison with the ideal.

He proceeds:

Whether one assays its physical wealth or its spiritual wealth
the result is the same—the South has much and uses little; or
rather, it displays relatively small intelligence In the use it
makes of them, and therefore derives a relatively small return
from its immense possessions.

FORCES OF DESTRUCTION; NECESSARY WISDOM NOT DEMONSTRAELE

Answering the question as to whether the South can regain
some measure of importance in the Nation, and improve
itself, we read:

Granting that the region has exhibited splendid energy and
vitality, especially since the turn of the century, the fact remains
that there are even now tremendous forces of destruction at work
in the South. Recently there has been increasing reason to be-
lieve that these forces are gaining on the forces of construction,
and it is by no means unimaginable that they may eventually
become dominant, sweeping the region back to a level of civiliza-
tion far lower than that which it occupies today.

The destiny of the South is not yet fixed and determined.

Apparently its opportunity is great; but to improve that oppor-
tunity will require great wisdom, great tenacity, and great labor.
The existence of the opportunity is demonstrable by examination
of objective fact; but the existence of the necessary wisdom,
tenacity, and industry is not demonstrable at all. On the con-
trary, it is evident without demonstration that they have not
exlsted in the past in the measure required, for, if they had, the
South would already occupy a& position very much higher than the
position it does occupy.

THE NEGRO AND THE CIVIL WAR—TWO MENTAL EXCUSES

There follows a southerner’s explanation of two points
so frequently mentioned as to the reason of the South’s
low standards. It is interesting.

Naturally southerners have found other explanations more flat-
tering to their self-esteem, but none of these other explanations
stands up under critical examination. The two that are most
commonly advanced are the problems presented by a biracial popu-
lation, and the destruction that accompanied and followed a dis-
astrous war. There is a measure of truth in both these explana-
tions. The problems that they involve are certainly no figments
of the imagination, but they do not account for the present low
estate of the region. The presence of the Negro complicates every
soclal, political, and economic phase of southern life; but his
presence likewise adds millions of brawny laborers to the South's
available manpower. Intelligently handled, it is very eflicient
labor, too; but it is, to say the least, open to doubt that the South
bhas ever handled the Negro in such a way as to make him the
most valuable asset he is capable of becoming.

As for the war, firing ceased more than 70 years ago. Two full
generations have lived since the end of the confiict. If the South
has not recovered from the war by this time, then it is idle to
expect it ever to recover. Indeed, it is easy enough to see, now,
that the economy under which the South was operating before
1860 was virtually in a state of collapse when the war struck it;
had there been no war, slave labor and a one-crop agricultural
system would have proved ruinous, just the same,

It is arguable that the most serious injury inflicted on the
South by the war of the sixties was not the material and moral
destruction that it caused, not the bloodshed, not the aftermath
of reconstruction, but simply the providing of a convenient
ecapegoat on which the South could lay the blame for all its
subsequent economic, soeial, and political failures. Had our
economy crashed without a war, then we might have searched
more diligently and more intelligently for the economic causes of
that collapse, instead of attributing everything unpleasant to the
military calamity.
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The terror of waste is described—which is the curse of the
South. Indeed, he says, the South has thrown away 97,-
000,000 acres of land, and three and one-half million people
have been forced to emigrate in recent years.

EVIDENCES OF FAILING CIVILIZATION

He is convinced there are strong evidences of a failing
civilization. But read:

The evidences of a failing civilization are sufficiently well known.
Some of them are an increasing dispossession of the tillers of the
soll or their reduction to a state bordering on peonage; increasing
concentration of wealth in the hands of a progressively smaller
group; a sort of mental and spiritual fatigue resulting in chauvin-
ism and suspicion of new ideas, fanatical, religious, and social
orthodoxy that resents fiercely any suggestion of a reexamination
of established concepts; the exacerbation of racial, sectarian, and
factional animosities; a growing distrust of the processes of govern-
ment, reflected in an impatient refusal to tolerate the delays
inseparable from the orderly administration of justice. All these
are present in the South; and their presence certainly ralses a
question as to the permanence of its present level of civilization—
nay, a question as to whether it has not already begun to subside.

CHANGE WILL SUBJECT SOUTH TO STRESSES AND STRAINS
A conclusion is then made which applies to every question
in the South, whether it is of hours and wages, agriculture,
or any phase of life. Indeed, he indicates that any reorgani-
zation of southern life is not going to be any easy matter.
Upon this, I quote:
It is difficult to escape the conclusion that the existing economy

of the SBouth is soon to be forced into a reorganization that will
subject it to some appalling stresses and strains.

SOUTHERN CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE ADVERTISE CHEAP LABOR

The hope is expressed that the South can learn by experi-
ence in other regions. But that the employers and em-
ployees in the Southeast will do it “is by no means certain,”
and—

Chambers of commerce in some southern towns are still adver-
tising cheap labor and absence of union organization as advantages.
In some localities there have been outbreaks of vicolence in indus-
trial disputes in which labor resorted to sabotage and capital to
the use of hired gunmen. The road is wide open to a repetition
of the old error of ordeal by battle, with all its frightful waste
of money and men.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 14 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MarEs].

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Chairman, this legislation is neither in
the interest of labor nor of the Nation as a whole. It will
have the directly opposite effect upon both. The reaction
against it on the part of labor in days to come may well be
something akin to the reaction of the corn farmer against
the recent farm legislation.

This is not an opportune time even to consider it. It is
ill-timed. People, especially the people of Michigan, are in
no frame of mind to consider it now. They are sick and
tired of the constant agitation and turmoil of the last few
years, both in industry and Government. All, except appar-
ently a few in key positions, are praying for peace and co-
operation between the Government and capital and labor.
Political and industrial strife and uncertainty and persecu-
tion are largely responsible for the plight the Nation is in.
This legislation will make it worse. [Applause.]

There are 13,000,000 people unemployed now. The Presi-
dent, in his message to Congress, on February 10, stated that
3,000,000 lost their jobs in 2 months. Mr. Hopkins, in his
statement before the Senate committee a few days ago, said
the number had now increased to 4,000,000 This legislation
will augment the number,

The question of wages and hours is a purely theoretical one
as far as the 13,000,000 unemployed are concerned, and there
are more of them than are employed or at work at any wage
or hours at the present time in all industries which will
come within the scope of this bill. The number of those
employed who can, by the wildest flight of the imagination,
be benefited by this legislation by having their wages in-
creased or their hours shortened is infinitesimal as compared
with this great army of unemployed.

It will be time enough to talk about wage and hour legis-
lation when people have something to do. Let business
recover and the unemployed get back to work first, It will
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then be time to discuss wages and hours. Business and work
must precede wages and hours. The unemployed ask for
bread. By this legislation we give them a stone.

The legislation is misnamed. It should be called a face-
saving rather than a wage and hour bill. Take away the
face-saving feature of it and it would not be here. [Ap-
plause.]

Why is it that the people of Michigan, especially, are in
no frame of mind to consider legislation of this kind now
temperately? Let me call as a witness to answer that ques-
tion one of the advocates of the legislation.

The United Automobile Worker, printed in Detroit, in its
issue of May 14, 1938, quotes Homer Martin as saying, in a
speech to the executive board of his organization, that
“weekly production in the automobile industry is less than
50 percent of what it was last year,” and now listen to this—
I quote him verbatim:

This falling off in production has brought with It consequent
unemployment amounting to approximately 70 percent of all em-

balance

ployees in the industry. The who are working are only
part-time, and it is safe to say—

He continued—

that the total pay roll of the automobile industry has fallen off
nearly 80 percent.

That is one of the reasons why the people of Michigan are
in no frame of mind to consider legislation of this nature at
this particular time.

Think of it! The fotal pay roll of the great automobile in-
dustry has fallen off nearly 80 percent in less than a year.
How much of that falling off is due to his work and leader-
ship Mr, Martin does not say, but he has been in Washing-
ton in the last few days lobbying some of the Members of the
Michigan delegation in Congress to vote for this bill, which
will bring about a further reduction in employment.

It may be that the Federal Government can fix the wages
and hours of a going concern as long as it can keep going,
although there is some doubt about that among good lawyers,
but there is no way for a concern to keep going if it does not
have the business nor money to meet its pay roll unless the
Government is prepared to furnish it the money. When its
capital is exhausted it is obliged to stop and its employees
are obliged to seek employment elsewhere. That is the con-
dition of a great many businesses today.

Mr. FLETCHER. Will the gentleman yield for a brief
question?

Mr. MAPES. I am sorry. I have not time to yield to my
friend. E

‘Mr. FLETCHER. The enactment of this legislation will
improve conditions.

Mr. MAPES. On the contrary, it will make them worse.
The enactment of this legislation will further increase unem-
ployment, not reduce it.

It is bound to increase unemployment unless all human
experience is reversed. It will put more people out of work
than it will help to get work. The less efficient will be com-
pelled to give way to the more eflicient.

A news item in the Washington Post last Tuesday, May 17,
speaking of the minimum-wage law for the District of Co-
lumbia, operating, as it does, in a restricted area and admin-
istered, as it is, by an administrative board, gives some
indication of what may be expected if this bill is passed. I
quote from the story in the Post, as follows:

“Seores of women are losing their jobs because of adoption of
minimum-wage scales in industries here,” Rose Brunswick, business
agent for the Hotel and Restaurant Employees' Alliance, charged

merda = - - -

Miss grunswick sald “50 waltresses have been discharged since
the basic rate went into effect May 8"—that is in 1 week's time.
“Many hotel maids also have been dismissed,” she sald. * * *

The union representative sald certain employers were discharg-
ing part-time employees in the public housekeeping industry, be-
cause they were unwilling to pay the prescribed 40 cents per hour
for part-time work.

That news story was followed the next day by an editorial,
as follows:
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JOBS AND MINIMUM WAGES

Reports that minimum wages recently established in Washington
have resulted in the dismissal of a substantial number of employ-
ees should be of special interest on Capitol Hill where the wage
and hour bill is still under consideration.

The rates of pay for women employed in local retail establish-
ments and in the public housekeeping industry were fixed after
careful studies by groups representing employers, employees, and
the public. Undoubtedly these minimum-wage conferences ana-
lyzed the conditions within each industry and made an earnest
effort to protect the interests of female workers. The minimum
wages they established are by no means exorbitant—ranging from
$14.50 for hotel maids to $17 for retail clerks. Yet they appear to
have resulted in the dismissal of a considerable number of

women
g}l‘m&e services are valued by employers at less than the minimum
ed.

Under the national wage and hour bill sponsored by the House
Labor Committee there would be no careful adjustment of mini-
mum wages to the conditions of each industry in each loeality.
On the contrary, a rigid minimum would be fixed for all industries
affecting commerce throughout the country. And within 3 years
that minimum would be considerably higher than the lowest rates
established in Washington, despite the fact that in most of the
States living costs are lower than they are here.

Congress ought not to ignore the very real implication in the
District’s experience that the wage and hour bill would cause a
good deal of unemployment at a time when a staggering number
of individuals are already without jobs. That measure was pressed
in the House largely as a means of creating purchasing power.
Insofar as It might raise wages, this reasoning is correct. But
sponsors of the bill entirely overlooked the counteracting effect of
dismissals likely to result from the elevation of low-bracket wages
above the ability of many employers to pay.

In some industries there are large numbers of employees who
are kept at work only because their inefficiency can be offset by
low . If minimum wages are fixed with no allowance for
such conditions, Congress ought to prepare for a permanent expan-
sion of relief rolls.

A rigid national law, such as the bill before us contem-
plates, would multiply a hundred or a thousand fold the
evils and distress caused by this law for the District of
Columbia.

A law applying alike to all industries the country over,
with its vast expanse of territory and its varied climatic
conditions, does not appeal to me as either fair or workable.
Different wages are paid by different indusiries in the same
locality and frequently by different concerns in the same
industry. Nor does the contention that it costs as much to
live in a warm climate as in a cold one, or in the South as it
does in the North, appeal to me. It just does not make
sense. Everyone knows, instinctively, that that is not true.
Rents are higher and fuel costs more in the North. Snow
plows and winter overcoats are necessities in the North.
They are more than useless in the South. Furthermore,
everyone knows from his own personal experience, that he
is more efficient and can accomplish more on a cool day than
he can on a hot one. For one, I have no disposition to be
a party in the passage of legislation to punish any section
of the United States or to tell it how it must conduct its
business and I have no thought that any such legislation, if
passed, will succeed. The northern industrialist who advo-
cates this legislation as a protection to him against southern
competition may well be asked what has become of his
criticism and bitterness against regimentation.

Labor is by no means united in support of this bill, any
more than it was in support of the bill which was before the
House in December, as is indicated by the fact that some
units of the American Federation of Labor have gone on
record against it in spite of the recommendation of their
national officers for it.

This legislation will weaken organized labor and the cause
of collective bargaining. Restore prosperity and the labor
unions will take care of wages and hours, instead of a pater-
nalistic government fixing them at a point far below a
living standard. When times are good there is no trouble
about wages. The minimum fixed in this bill would be
ridiculous in prosperous times, when the cost of living is
higher and the necessities of life are moving at a high dollar
cost.

What labor wants and is entitled to is a fair division of
profits, whether times are bad and wages low or whether
times are good and wages are higher.
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Organized and skilled labor, especially, should keep in
mind that the passage of the legislation will reduce the
wages of more people now employed than it will raise.
Whether the minimum becomes the maximum or not, the
tendency is bound to be in that direction. We are told that
96 percent of industry in the United States now pays more
than the minimum fixed in the bill for the first year. Why
fix a wage below what American labor receives today?

This legislation will further disturb business and postpone
the time when the great mass of unemployed will be able
to get jobs and back to work in private industry. It has
already had its effect in that respect. s

It will not do away with the chiseler, It will only enable
him to cite the law in justification of his chiseling.

It will not benefit anyone in Michigan. We have no
sweatshops nor child labor in Michigan.

With a world in want, it proposes to put a further limita-
tion on production.

It will have no material effect upon the big employers of
labor anywhere, such as the United States and other steel
companies and the automobile industry. The burden of it
will fall upon small business, which is already having all
it can do to keep going. What effect will a law fixing a mini-
mum wage of 25 cents or 40 cents per hour have on the Ford
Motor Co., for example, that maintains a minimum wage
of $6.00 per day? Big business, if it wants to run more
than the maximum hours can do so without increasing
wages or its weekly pay roll one iota, by the simple process
of reducing the hourly wage for 40 hours enough to enable
it to pay one and one-half for as much overtime as it cares
to run, The wage and hour provision of the bill are mean-
ingless as far as big business is concerned.

No adequate study has been made of the ultimate effect
of the legislation to justify ifs enactment into law at this
time. No one knows or has any reasonable idea how many
employees it will affect or how much it will disturb our
whole economic and industrial system.

Mme. Perkins, speaking over the radio a few days ago
of the estimates of the Department of Labor, had this to
say:

Our calculations concerning the number of persons who would
be affected by wage and hour legislation have been based upon
the assumption that business activity will return to the level
of the summer of 1837, and upon the minimum of 40 cents
per hour and the maximum of 40 hours, which will eventually be
reached under the present propoaal.

Since the summer of 1937, 4,000,000 people have lost their
jobs and this bill for the first year fixes a minimum wage
of 25 cents per hour, not 40 cents, and a maximum work-
week of 44 hours, not 40 hours. Mme. Perkins makes no
attempt to estimate the number that will be affected under
conditions as they exist today under the provisions of this
bill for the first year providing for 25 cents per hour and
a 44-hour week.

It is said that the committee substitute now before the
House was drafted in the Department of Labor and that it
was not considered or discussed more than 1 hour by the
whole Committee on Labor of the House before it was
reported out.

It should be recommitted to the committee for further
study and consideration at a more opportune time.

Few men in this House have supported as much labor
legislation as I have and let no man say that I am not a
friend of labor or the man who works because I am not in
favor of the passage of this legislation now. No one can
get away with any such statement. I am a better friend
of labor in opposing this legislation than are those who
are advocating its passage as time will show. [Applause.]

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Rasaurtl.

Mr. RABAUT. Mr, Chairman, when my colleague from
Michigan, Mr, Mares, across the aisle, undertakes to speak
for the whole State of Michigan, it seems proper that one
on the Democratic side should take the floor in defense of
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the wage and hour bill. There was a time years ago when
you stood at your mother’s knee and you thought something
of the phrase: “Do unto others as you would have them do
unto you.” It has been amply said here this afternoon that
this legislation will provide a minimum of $2.75 a week for
each member (four in a family) on which to subsist. Yes,
$11 a week'is the minimum-wage provision set in the pro-
posed legislation, yet my colleague says “the people of Michi-
gan are sick of it.” I cannot let that statement go unchal-
lenged, for I, too, represent some of the people of Michigan,
and while to many in my district the passage of this legisla-
tion will mean nothing personally to them, nevertheless I
feel that from a broad point of view they, too, still remem-
ber and believe: “Do unto others as you would have them do
unto you.”

My colleague refers to the bill as “theoretical.” Yes, theo-
retical; except to those suffering without its provisions. I
differ with his statement as to labor’s position on the bill,
for it is my distinet understanding the two major labor
organizations have approved the measure. As to his refer-
ence to the “chiselers” I hid him regard his words as a con-
solation fo them as compared to my vote.

Mr. Chairman, when the wage and hour bill was pending
before the House during the last session I put in the Recorp
a statement showing how many automobiles were bought in
States where the wages are low. I also placed in the REcorp
a statement showing the amount of material bought by auto-
mobile companies from those same States. There is no ratio
at all between the two purchases. The purchases made by
the automobile people are far greater than those made by
the buyers of its product in the low-pay wage States. There-
fore an injustice is done to many in the industry—the
owners of the industry, the workers in the industry, and,
indi]}'ectly-—because of State relationship—to the Nation
itself.

Mr. Chairman, there can be no argument about this bill.
It is a bill that needs the downright, sound attention of a
nation and it needs it now. There is nothing to the gentle-
man’s statement “this is not the opportune time.” In legis-
lative bodies you have had that argument for years, and you
will continue to have it until the rocks, worn with age, erash
at Niagara Falls. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SAUTHOFF].

Mr. SAUTHOFF. Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of the
wage and hour bill and shall support it even though some
of the amendments that I hope will be adopted are not favor-
ably received. I am in favor of the Coffee and Biermann
amendments and trust that they will be adopted. In addi-
tion to the ills which these amendments seek to remedy, I
find another weakness in the hill which I desire to call to
the attention of the Committee.

As I listened to the arguments of those opposed to this
bill—unemployment, the “little fellow,” and the threat that
the minimum wage will become the maximum wage—my
mind went back some 25 years to similar arguments advanced
in my own State of Wisconsin when we passed the Work-
men's Compensation Act and the Minimum Wage Act.
None of the dire prophecies uttered at that time came to
pass. In fact, my State can challenge comparison with any
State in the Union on labor matters.

I was also reminded of the fact that a few days ago, when
the legislative expense appropriation bill was up, I offered
an amendment that instead of 20 cents per mile each Mem-
ber be paid only his actual expenses. On that amendment
I received only a handful of votes. Imagine my surprise
when I see some of the gentlemen who voted against my mile-
age reduction now taking the floor and vigorously opposing
the proposal to give $11 for a week's wages. Plenty for
themselves, but a pittance for the underpaid.

Section 6, on page 53 of the bill, empowers the Secretary
of Labor to issue an order declaring what industries affect
interstate commerce. Such order shall take effect not more
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than 4 months after it is issued. Now let us examine the
practical application of such a procedure. It will take the
Secretary 4 months, if not 6 months, to make out a list of
industries affected by this bill. Any industry feeling itself
agerieved may, of course, ask for a hearing, and after such
hearing is heard, and the decision is adverse to the industry,
it may go into the courts and may by various legal processes
delay the full operation of the wage and hour bill in that
industry for a year or two.

In order to prevent such a defeat of the objects and pur-
poses of this legislation, it is my suggestion that the bill
apply to all industries engaged in interstate commerce, as
set forth in section 6. It might be advisable to set up a per-
centage basis because we would not want to define interstate
commerce as applying to the weekly newspaper, which sends
perhaps only 5 percent of its product across State lines. If
we had such a provision there would be no delay whatever
and the law would be applicable as soon as it was signed by
the President. This would do away with the delay now set
up in section 6.

In addition to the foregoing, I have one other recom-
mendation which pertains to the evil of dragging out these
cases through a long, legal procedure. In low-wage indus-
tries the pay-roll turn-over is very large. Many of these
transient employees have not sufficient money to maintain
themselves while litigation is in progress. Lay-offs are fre-
quent and naturally this shifting population goes from place
to place wherever a job is obtainable. As a result, when
the litigation is finally disposed of, even though it is adverse
to the industry in question, nevertheless it avoids proper
payment. to many of these employees because they have
drifted away and their addresses are not furnished. There-
fore, I suggest that as a condition precedent to the right to
hold up any wage payments under this act, the industry
taking the appeal be required to pay into court, weekly
sums sufficient to take care of its employees adversely
affected. This will guarantee some measure of security to
the employee and also will point out quite forcibly to the
employer that he cannot side-step his duty to society by
resorting to a legal subterfuge. Of course, I appreciate that
there are industries that will have a proper legal claim to
be exempt from the provisions of the law and that no hard-
ship should be imposed upon them, but I am satisfied that
the court will properly impound these funds and in the
event that the industry is successful in its action, the money
will be returned intact to the proper officer of such industry,
and as a result no honest employer with a sound legal claim
will suffer any damage; while on the other hand, the in-
dustrial sharpshooter and chiseler will be balked in his

efforts to cheat his employees out of their rights. [Ap-
plause.]
Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the

gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GiLbeal.

Mr. GILDEA. Mr. Chairman, it is my understanding that
tomorrow when this bill is read under the 5-minute rule,
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Ramspeck], who is chair-
man of our Labor Subcommittee, will offer an amendment
substituting for this bill the subcommittee bill. I am haopeful
the members of this committee will give serious considera-
tion to Mr. RamspEcK’'s substitute bill.

A determined effort will be made to stop all amendments.
That is the announced program and apparently the bill will
go through as scheduled.

I said before the Committee on Rules and before the Com-
mittee on Labor, when we put enforcement in the hands
of the Department of Justice we are doing something that
to my mind is contrary to all labor efforts down through
the years. Labcr has always fought injunctions. Enforce-
ment by the Department of Justice of all provisions of this
bill may turn out to be legislative injunction. It has been
my contention that with enforcement of the wage-hour bill
in the hands of the Depariment of Justice, a labor organizer
going into unfriendly territory will be told, “Get out or go
to jail.” Labor organizers will be told ‘“we have no need for
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labor organizers—we have Federal law governing the hours

to be worked and the rate to be paid.”

By unfriendly ferritory I do not infer the Mason and
Dixon'’s line to be the equator between friendly and unfriendly.
Pennsylvania has had its Hershey, New Jersey is still aflicted
with Hagueism, and Florida just this last week put three
labor organizers—a woman and two men—in jail for no
other offense than hecause they sought to add 1 cent per
box to the 4 cents workers were being paid to pack tomatoes.

It seems unbelievable but I want to read into the Recorp
the instance as recorded in the current issue of Labor—offi-
cial organ of 15 recognized standard railroad labor organiza-
tions. In the issue of Thursday, May 24, 1938, we find under
a two column front page head this article:

TEAR JAIL SENTENCE PENALTY FOR ORGANIZING IN FLORIDA—ATTEMPT
TO ADD A PENNY TO WAGES OF LOW-PAID WORKERS CALLED CON=-
SPIRACY BY COUNTY JUDGE, TESTIMONY OF EMPLOYER JUSTIFICATION
FOR HARSH SENTENCE
BrapENTON, FLA., May 19.—It's a crime, punishable by a year's

imprisonment at hard labor, for trying to unionize low-paid
workers in this vicinity,

County Judge Sam J. Murphy has just imposed that sentence
on three workers—a woman and two men—who were leaders in a
newly organized A. F. of L. local union for agricultural workers,
They were arrested when they began a movement to secure an
increase of 1 cent a box on the 4 cents workers were being paid
for packing tomatoes,

The original charge against them was “conspiracy to organize.”
This was changed to ‘“conspiracy to prevent divers persons from
going to work,” after local authorities had been reminded that
the Wagner-Connery labor-relations law guarantees the right of
organization to all workers.

Virtually the only evidence against the union leaders was the
testimony of an employer that the trio were “leaders in agitation”
for the l-cent pay raise, and that a woman employee had been
made nervous when approached to sign a petition for the in-
crease.

Pending the outcome of habeas corpus proceedings, the three
defendants are held in jail in default of $350 bail each.

Mr. Chairman, in asking support for the Ramspeck
amendment, I do not base the request solely on objections to
Department of Justice enforcement. In my estimation the
setting up of a commission or five-man board to have com-
plete jurisdiction over the whole problem of wages and haours,
to establish rates on the value of service rendered, to regu-
late hours with a view to the economic problems involved—
these are the paramount questions at issue. They will not
be solved by an inflexible act of Congress, and we must not
delude ourselves inte believing that passage of this bill will
automatically settle controversies that have disturbed this
country since industry took over the regulation of our na-
tional living conditions.

Forty-four hours per week at 25 cents per hour will give
a weekly wage rate of $11 per week to full-time workers
coming within provisions of the bill.

A Pennsylvania survey of over 170,000 cases of direct-relief
grants in July 1936 showed that more than 29 percent of the
cases were receiving grants-in-aid of wages. A large pro-
portion of these workers had full-time employmeni. Aver-
age full-time earnings amounted to less than $11 a week in
more than half the cases, while over 10 percent of the cases
had full-time earnings of less than $7 a week.

To aid the submerged wage group by setting a minimum
standard of wages, to spread employment by establishing
maximum hours beyond which industry cannot work its
employees, to eliminate for all time child labor—these are
the purposes of the pending bill. My vote will be recorded
in favor of its passage.

Believing its administrative features to be almost as im-
portant as the bill itself, I intend voting for the Ramspeck
substitute, and I am hopeful when that amendment is
offered the North will forget all sectionalism and support a
sincere effort on the part of a most distinguished Member
of the House, the gentleman from Georgia, who is deter-
mined to write the best bill that can be written for all sec-
tions of the country. Tomorrow I hope all true friends of
wage-hour legislation will prove their friendship by sup=
porting the Ramspeck amendment.
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Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Meapl.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, I should like a larger allot-
ment of time to discuss the fundamental and underlying
question at issue today. However, in the brief time allotted
to me, I wish to express the thought that I believe every
Member of Congress can vote for this bill, feeling deep down
in his heart that if he does so it will result in an improved
economy throughout the country as well as in his own dis-
trict. The Nation'’s economy is like the anatomy of the
individual, If it is sick in one of its various essential organs,
it is sick all over. If a part of the body of an individual is
weak or suffering, that individual is suffering all over.
Therefore, in view of the fact that this country of ours is
suffering from a widespread epidemic of unemployment, any
attack upon that evil is bound to result in much good not
only to the sections that may be suffering most but to the
entire United States.

It is difficult for many men whose economic education takes
root away back in the crude tool period of insufficiency and
whose philosophy is grounded in the philosophy of the rugged
individualist to understand the need for such a bill as this.
In that early period of our country’s existence it was difficult
for mechanics and workingmen to produce with crude tools
sufficient to give all the people of the United States the neces-
sities of life, but such a man does not realize, unfortunately
for him and for our economy, that we are living in an age of
abundance, that the distribution of our devastating surpluses
is the erying need of the hour, and that these destruetive sur-
pluses, such as cotton and wheat, can be distributed only
when the country is free from the economic paralysis that
exists in industry today. If my State of New York is pros-
perous, it is because it is the best market on earth for the
cotton of the South and the wheat of the West, and if the
great cotton-growing States of the South and the wheat-
producing areas of the West are enjoying prosperity, then the
businesses of the industrial sections of the country will like-
wise enjoy a wholesome economy. In the crude-tool period
of our Government’s history there may have been some jus-
tification for long hours and low wages, because under those
conditions a meager sufficiency of essentials could have been
produced for distribution among the people of the country.

As this is but a minimum-wage and a maximum-hour bill,
differentials are not a consideration.

Differentials will exist due to demands for labor, due to the
effectiveness of labor organizations, and for other causes.

However, in a modest proposal such as this, a wage differ-
ential as well as an administrative board are not required.

Today, due to the operation of the uncanny machines that
engage in the production of articles, long hours and low
wages cannot be justified, because we have a surplus of every
known and essential commodity. We could feed and clothe
200,000,000 people, and the fact that millions of our people
are unable to buy when we have everything to distribute is
the shame of the age and must be corrected by legislation
such as that which is now before us. [Applause.l

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Dixonl.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, as I stand before you today
I can say that I attended all of the hearings before this
committee with our good pal, Billy Connery, who has passed
away, and his successor as chairman of the Labor Com-
mittee, Mrs. NORTON.

Something has been said here about Mme. Perkins and
reference has been made to her being a lady. I want to tell
you that if it had not been for that grand lady who is
chairman of this Labor Committee I am fearful we would
not have a labor bill before us here today. [Applause.]
Her trials and tribulations have been something tferrible.
You have received letters from your district, but I want to
tell you that you have not received anything like the letters
she has received. She has steadfastly held to her job and
has brought this bill before you today.
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Mr. Chairman, it is a sad story when we think of the
South and the East and the North and the West being in
some kind of a controversy here. When we were having
our meetings the North was there, the South was there, the
East was there, and the West was there. There was no one
who made application to come before the committee who
was not heard. We did everything we could possibly do,
and I can tell you now that the gentlewoman from New
Jersey, the chairman of our committee, deserves the con-
gratulations of the poor people throughout the length and
breadth of our land whom we are trying to help, because it
has been with her help that we have been able to bring
this measure to you.

So I am anxious that you be very careful because there
are going to be some damnable amendments offered here
today, and if you permif those amendments to be put on this
bill you are going to be responsible for allowing it to be
killed the same as they killed it before. So be on your
guard. If an amendment is something that you think is
going to be for your district, but is going to hurt the bill,
be a man and vote it down. [Applause.]

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. FisH.]

Mr, FISH. Mr. Chairman, this is a fair, a just, and a
humane proposal. [Applause.] I do not care what the
attitude of the President is, it is the duty of Congress to
legislate and it is the duty of the President to carry out the
laws enacted by Congress. I have heard it claimed that this
was the President’s bill. That is not an accurate statement.
This bill was sponsored by the American Federation of Labor
and was opposed by President Roosevelt. The President
sponsored the original bill setting up a commission that was
defeated in the House. In speaking in opposition to that
bill, the original wage and hour bill, on February 6, 1938,

over the radio, I stated:

I hold the Presldent strictly responsible for blocking wage and
hour legislation by law and insisting that the Congress create
more bureaucracy and virtually turn the entire control of lahor
and industry over to the Chief Executive through his appointees.
Both labor and industry are opposed to such control and regimen-
tation. If President Roosevelt will withdraw his demand for a
board or commission to control hours and wages, the Congress
could put through, without further delay, legislation establishing
minimum wages and maximum hours by law, as advocated by the
American Federation of Labor., Failure to enact that type of
legislation rests squarely with the President and not with the
Congress, which is ready to legislate.

I made this statement over 3 months ago. It was an
accurate statement at that time and it is still an accurate
statement, and yet there are those who are trying for parti-
san reasons to give the President credit for this bill. This
ought to be a nonpartisan measure. It is a humanitarian
proposal. It crosses all party lines. By no stretch of imagi-
nation or New Deal propaganda can the President claim
authorship of the present uniform wage and hour bill
Although President Roosevelt has been acclaimed as being
friendly to labor, I believe he is solely responsible for the
present depression through his economic fallacies which have
destroyed business confidence and caused tragic unemploy-
ment and destitution among 13,000,000 American wage earn-
ers, and that he has done more harm to both labor and the
country than any other President in our history.

However, that is not the issue. The issue before the Con-
gress is whether you are or are not in favor of the new
wage and hour bill. The present bill, as written, sets up a
uniform standard of hours and wages throughout the Nation,
by law and not by bureaucracy.

We must not forget that this is exactly the bill that a few
months ago was turned down when it was offered as a substi-
tute for the Roosevelt commission bill, and I reiterate that
those of us who opposed the commission bill then will con~
tinue to oppose it in whatever form it may be brought up.
We opposed it on the fundamental grounds that we are
against any further regimentation, further bureaucracy, fur-
ther centralization and control over industry and labor. We
are opposed to giving the President any additional power to
control through Executive orders either business or labor.




7298

As far as the Republican side of the House is concerned, we
are ready and willing to take back some of the powers that
have been already conferred upon the Chief Executive by
the Congress and thereby restore representative government
as soon as possible. There is a misunderstanding back home,
not in the Congress, but among the people, who still think
that this bill sets up a commission. It does no such thing.
The original bill would have established a commission and
created a superbureaucracy by giving it a strangle hold over
labor and industry. It concentrated more power in the
hands of the President and would have set up additional
New Deal regimentation by bureaucratic edicts and adminis-
trative agents.

| Under the new bill wages begin at a minimum of 25 cents
an hour and go up to 40 cents over a period of 3 years. The
same thing is true in regard to the hours of labor, the hours
beginning at 44 and going down to 40 in 3 years’ time. It sets
up certain definite standards throughout the country by way
of uniform law and uniform legislation and I do not know any
bill in many years that I have supported in this House to which
I have given my support with more real satisfaction, more
genuine conviction, and more absolute appreciation of the
justice of the proposal and that I am doing the right thing,
not only by my constituents, but by all the American people,
Jlabor and industry alike. I realize that in the South they
have different problems and that they know their problems
there far better than we know them in the North, but I
cannot understand how anybody from the North, whether he
be Democrat or Republican, can oppose this bill, establishing
minimum wages of $12 a week and maximum hours of 44
thours, going down to 40 hours in 3 years, and going up in
wages to $16 a week in the same period. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. Meapnl, who has been a champion of
labor for many years in the House, very properly said that
we are a great and rich country.

I believe that this is the greatest country in the world,
and that if any country is worth living in it is the United
States of America, but it must be worth living in for all of
our people, not for just a few of us or for you and me who
have $10,000 salaries as Members of Congress, Speaking for
myself, I have never known want, I have never gone with-
out food, I have never had to struggle for a home or shelter
and clothes, but there are two or three million American
citizens who are just as good as you and I who today are not
getting the necessities of life and who are working for star-
vation wages at long hours, destructive of both their happi-
ness and health. I say fo this House that if you desire to
combat communism and radicalism, then you should support
this kind of humanitarian legislation providing a square deal
and social and industrial justice for the two or three million
wage earners who are not getting a square deal today. This
bill seeks to put an end to sweatshop wages and hours and
to intolerable labor conditions in certain factories, mills, and
mines doing interstate business where employees are work-
ing long hours and getting starvation wages. I do not pro-
pose by my vote to condemn these two or three million indus-
trious and loyal American citizens to a continuation of pov-
erty, squalor, destitution, undernourishment, and long hours.
We have by this bill a chance to strike a blow for social
and industrial justice and a square deal for labor in Amerieca,
and I hope it will be done regardless of party lines, and
regardless of sectional lines. I say to you people from the
South, this is not an agricultural bill. This bill only affects
interstate commerce, and the wage earners in factories, mills,
and mines. The South will be much better off when you
pay & minimum wage of $16 to your wage earners in your
mills and factories. This is not sectional legislation. Every
State in the Union today is accustomed to free trade among
the States, but how can you continue to have free trade if
some of the States pay wages of less than $12 a week and
others have humane standards of wages. If you people in
the South will not put your house in order by establishing
minimum standards of wages and maximum hours for in-
terstate commerce then we in Congress propose to legislate
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in this bill and give you 3 years in which to put your eco-
nomic house in order.

There is one thing that I want to eall to the attention of
the Democratic side of the House and I know that it will
not be palatable. I believe this bill will be enacted into law
almost as it passes the House of Representatives, not as the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dies] said. I do not believe it
will be rewritten and patched up in the Senate,

This hill is fair, equitable, and just, and I believe it will
pass the Senate by the same majority that it passes the
House, but once the bill is enacted into law you on the Demo-
cratic side will have to follow it up with adequate tariff pro-
tection. You cannot permit the low-priced and cheap-labor
goods of Europe and Asia to be dumped into the American
markets to take the jobs of those American wage earners
who are now being poorly paid, who will continue to be
poorly paid even under this bill. You cannot crucify honest
and industrious, patriotic and loyal American labor on a
cross made by the cheap, sweated labor of Europe and Asia,
out of the cheap and sweated commodities of Europe and
Asia. Our American wage earners must have adequate and
proper protection against these low-priced goods that will
be dumped into America once this bill goes into effect. Let
me, on the other hand, call attention to those friends of
labor who may seek to increase this bill to 40 cents an hour
and 40 hours a week immediately, that if they bring in that
kind of an amendment to this compromise American Federa-
tion of Labor bill, they will be doing a disservice to labor,
and the friends of labor in this House should vote such
amendments down. Anyone who introduces that type of
amendment under the circumstances is doing so only for
home consumption and for his own political advancement
and against the interests of labor. I hope all such amend-
ments will be voted down and that all the friends of labor
who want to provide a square deal for our wage earners and
for social and industrial justice will vote for the passage of
the Norton wage and hour bill setting up a uniform stand-
ard of wages and hours throughout the Nation. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. Ranporrx],

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, there are reforms in
legislation which come about quickly and there are those
which come about slowly as the mills of the Congress grind
year in and year out here at the Nation’s Capital. Cer-
tainly here is a reform from the standpoint of humanitarian
legislation which is long overdue by direct action of the
Congress of the United States in attempting to fix wages
which are right and hours which are right, and working
conditions which are right for the masses of those wha
are underprivileged in industry in this country.

Stripped of all its technical verbiage; stripped of all its
coloring, this proposal brought to the floor by the House
Committee on Labor simply defines oppressive child labor
and substandard labor conditions. What does this measure
that we are considering today propose? It simply pro-
poses that we forbid the employment of children under 16
in industry and there is regulation for those between the
ages of 16 and 18 in hazardous industry and enterprise.
We attempt a fair and just regulatory provision to take
care of that group. It also prohibits the payment of less
than 25 cents an hour in the first year, 30 cents an hour
in the second year, 35 cents an hour in the third year, and
40 cents an hour as it goes into operation thereafter. In
the next place it prohibits employment for more than 44
hours a week in the first year, 42 hours in the second, and
40 hours thereafter. Lastly, it provides for simply the.
enforcement of the provisions of this measure through the
Federal courts of the country.

When the wage and hour bill was before us last De-
cember there were those Members who stood on this floor
and opposed its provisions because they said it was a
further delegation of authority and that it made for added
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bureaucracy and that it provided for the seizure of factory
records and the policing of factory premises. Those who
opposed the legislative proposal on that score, when it was
being considered here before, cannot in all justice to the
pending measure oppose it for those reasons now. Cer-
tainly the Congress of the United States, acting upon a
bill which brings the issue clearly before us, cannot base
its opposition to this measure upon the charges of bureauc-
racy, delegation of power, and unfair seizure which was
written according to the opponents of the other bill into
the previous measure which was recommitted to the House
Committee on Labor.

I say to the Members this afternoon that certainly we as
legislators, not only for the districts we represent but as
legislators for the Republic at large, cannot fail longer in
our obligation to the millions of men and women—and
remember a large percentage are women—who are labor-
ing today under sweatshop conditions not alone in the
Southern States but in the North, East, and in the West
as well. We certainly, as Members of Congress, will not
allow this opportunity to go by without saying by our
voices and our votes that the intolerable conditions exist-
ing in industry today shall be wiped out regardless of any
sectional issue which is raised upon this important matter.
[Applause.] .

Passage of this measure will bring about no dislocation of
business and industry. The minimum-pay scale starts at
the very low figure of $11 a week for the first year, $12.60
for the second year, $14 for the third year, and $16 there-
after. Those industrialists who desire to pay decent wages
must not continue to be subjected to unfair competition
brought on by sweatshop conditions with substandard pay.

The editor of the Charleston (W. Va.) Gazette has well
said in an editorial of a few days ago that—

'No lasting prosperity, no real sound economic system can be
built upon the foundation of low wages. To restrict sharply the

wages of those who are your customers is silly on the face of it.
Cheap wages never have brought real prosperity and they never
will.

The present administration has an obligation to bring
about enactment of a wage and hour bill. It is gratifying
for me, as a member of the Labor Committee of the House,
to find today the membership of this body, regardless of
party or section, joining forces to write into the law of the
land this badly needed social and humanitarian legislation.
[Applause.]

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. DEMPSEY].

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. DEMPSEY].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
DempseY] is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Chairman, I am certain there is not
a Member of this House who thinks that 25 cents an hour
is too high a wage for any industry. I believe also that, in
view of the unemployment situation as it exists today, 44
hours a week is certainly sufficiently long to work any
employee.

The bill we are now considering can be a great boon to
the country or it can work a great injury to the Nation, de-
pending entirely upon the manner in which it is adminis-
tered. No matter what we write into this bill, if improp-
erly administered, it will be a failure. The great fear I
have heard expressed does not exist with persons or con-
cerns engaged in interstate commerce but is felt by small
business concerns who feel that they are going to come
within the provisions of the bill, when, as a matter of fact,
I find on accurate information from the committee they will
not be affected at all. The owners of small business houses
are not afraid of the wage provisions, not afraid of the hour
limitations, but they are afraid of the tremendous amount
and prohibitive cost of the bookkeeping and records in=-
volved—matters with which they are unfamiliar,

That is what really is feared. I have taken this time, not
to make g speech on the bill but to ask the chairman of the
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Committee on Labor, who is thoroughly informed on the
measure, one or two questions with reference to how it will
affect local people and concerns or those engaged purely in
intrastate business. May I ask the gentlewoman from New
Jersey whether by the wildest stretch of the imagination, or
regardless of any possible administrative interpretations, this
bill can in any way affect such business as that of the local
groceryman, druggist, clothing store, meat dealer—any mer-
chant, in fact—laundry, hospital, hotel, or even transporta-
tion companies operating solely within a State?

Mrs. NORTON. Absolutely not.

Mr. DEMPSEY. Insofar as I am concerned, that satisfies
most of the complaints I have received about this proposed
legislation. I think the fear arises from a misunderstanding
of the bill rather than from the bill itself.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DEMPSEY. I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska.

Mr. COFFEE of Nebraska. I have been unable to get time.
The gentleman is familiar with the Grange amendment.
Does the gentleman not feel that is quite essential to perfect
this bill for the protection of agriculture and livestock pro-
ducers?

Mr. DEMPSEY. I do; and I voted for the Grange amend-
ment when the bill was last considered.

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr, RAMSPECK].

Mr. RAMSPECK., Mr. Chairman, I would like to make it
plain at the outset that my position in opposition to the
committee substitute does not mean that I am advocating a
differential between the North and South. As a matter of
fact, in committee I declined to support a bill drafted by
representatives of the administration which would have
arbitrarily written into the law a differential in favor of the
South. I would not vote for such legislation and I am at a
loss to understand how anybody can justify an arbitrary
differential based solely on a line drawn across the country.
When the bill comes to the amendment stage I expect to
offer as a substitute the bill H. R. 10538, which was drafted
by a subcommittee of the Committee on Labor of which I
had the privilege of being chairman. I am not going to
attempt in the short time I have available at this time to
go into a discussion of the details of that proposal. Suffice
it to say that in substance it follows the line of procedure
adopted by the Senate bill, which was the line of procedure
adopted by the House committee last August when on
August 6 it reported a bill substantially like the one I expect
to propose here tomorrow.

Mr. Chairman, I contend that the present proposal is
not in accordance with the request made by the President
of the United States in his message to Congress dated May
24, 1937. In that message the President stated very plainly
that we could not expect by one fell swoop to bring into
line the low-wage conditions existing in some sections of the
country with the higher-wage conditions in other sections
of the country. He asked for a flexible procedure by which
those things could gradually be brought together. That is
the procedure followed in the subcommittee bill which I ex-
pect to offer tomorrow.

In addition, may I call the attention of the committee to the
fact that with the exception of the general counsel of the
American Federation of Labor no lawyer who has discussed
this matter before the Labor Committee has contended that
a single wage standard, such as this proposal contains, is
constitutional. The present Solicitor General, Mr. Jackson,
in testifying during the joint hearings before the Senate
and House committees last May or June stated most posi-
tively in response to a question asked by the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. Kerrer], that he doubted the constitutional
power of Congress to fix a single rigid wage provision or
a single hours’ limitation. You will find that statement
on page 1969 of the Recorp of December 14, 1937, when this
bill was considered before.

You will also find in the Recorp of that day the legal brief
submitted by Mr. Jackson, which discusses in detail the legal
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questions involved in this proposal. We had before the sub-
committee the Solicitor of the Department of Labor, Mr.
Gerard Reilly, who filed a brief with that subcommittee. The
substance of his opinion was that the only possible way to
handle this question was by providing a delegation of power
to some governmental agency. He questioned also the possi-
bility of Congress fixing a single wage standard applicable
to all industry in the various States of the Union.

We also had before the subcommititee Mr. Benjamin
Cohen, a lawyer of some note, who is one of the employees
of the Federal Government and is considered to be one of
the most expert draftsmen in the present administration.
Mr. Cohen stated in substance the same thing that Mr. Jack-
son and Mr. Reilly stated; that is, it was questionable whether
the Congress had the power to establish a single minimum
wage and a single hour’s limitation. It is true that all of
these lawyers stated—and it is the fact, of course, that we
have no legal precedent for the establishment of wage and
hour legislation by Congress. No such law has ever been
attempted before, and therefore none of us can say with
definiteness what the Supreme Court may do in regard to
this act.

It is true, however, that we do have precedent for this
type of legislation on the part of the States and in every case
where there is a State law in operation the law itself does
not prescribe the wages to be paid nor the hours to be
worked. This power is delegated to a commission or a board
under standards laid down in the act.

May I call attention to the fact that under this State-law
procedure in every case that I have been able to find out
anything about the results different wage scales have been
prescribed for the same occupation in the same industry in
the different sections of the States involved. We find also
that different wage scales have been prescribed for differ-
ent occupations in different industries in the same communi-
ties. It seems to me, therefore, that the experience we have
with State laws, they being the only laws in existence in this
country, demonstrates that we ought to pause before we
adopt a rigid inflexible provision such as is contained in the
present proposal.

I call your attention to the fact that in the State of New
York the conditions which I have just described have re-
sulted from the law in operation in that State, as they have
in the District of Columbia from the statute which was
revived last year by the Supreme Court decision in the
Washington State minimum-wage law case. We find in
the District of Columbia that the wage scale set was from
$13.50 to $18 per week, and these wages vary according fo
occupations and industries. In no case has any State, as far
as I have been able to find out, attempted to put into effect
a single minimum-wage standard.

May I also call attention to the fact that under the
Walsh-Healey Act the Secretary of Labor has fixed varia-
tions in wage scales in accordance with the authority con-
tained in that law.

The British Government for nearly 30 years has operated
under statutes providing for the imposition of minimum
wages and maximum hours, and in those cases, with the
vast experience of our neighbors across the water, we find
they follow the technique prescribed by the Senate bill and
prescribed by the substitute which I expect to offer to-
morrow. In no case has the British Government attempted
to fix a single wage standard for the various industries in
that great country.

May I call your attention to the fact that there are
varying wage scales in existence in this country. For in-
stance, in the city of New York you will find in the five
counties composing Greater New York different wage scales
in existence for the same occupation in the same industry.
We find differences between New York City and the smaller
communities in other sections of that State. We find
variations in the rentals in the different communities of
the country. The Bureau of Labor Statistics of the De-
partment of Labor states that in cities of 5,000 population
and less the average wage earner making less than $1,000 a
year pays on the average $11 per month for housing facili-
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ties. The same wage earner making the same amount of
money in the cities of New York, Boston, Philadelphia,
Chicago, and Detroit, pays on the average $23 per month
for the same type of housing. It therefore follows that if
you limit the wage earner in those large cities to the
same figure you give in the smaller communities, the wage
earner in the smaller community has a definite advantage
in real wages, and we are not bringing about equality but are
simply shifting the burden from one section of the country
to another.

I have before me a tabulation of rents paid in various
sections of the country and I wish to use one illustration to
show how rents vary in different communities in the same
section of the country. A wage earner in Columbia, 8. C.,
making less than $1,000 a year, pays on the average $12.60 a
month for housing. In Gastonia, N. C., about 100 miles
away, but in the same general section of the country, a
similar wage earner making the same amount of money gets
the same housing for $7.40 per month, on the average. It
is my contention that we cannot afford to disregard the
practical fact that differing conditions exist in various sec-
tions of the country, and that it is impracticable to apply
a rigid wage and hour provision to the whole country.

In the subcommittee bill we fix a bottom to the minimum
wage which we call the weighted average wage. I should
like to call your attention to the method preseribed there
and how it will operate. For instance, if we have 50,000 em-
ployees in the textile industry engaged as spinners and 5,000
of them get $8 a week, 25,000 of them $12, and $20,000 of
them $14 a week, the weighted average for the 50,000 em-
ployees would be $12.40 per week, which would result in a
higher minimum to start with than would be the result under
the present proposal of the Committee on Labor.

The way you arrive at the weighted average is to take
the number having the same occupation in a given industry
and multiply the number getting each wage by the wage re-
ceived, and then divide the total that you get by the total
number of employees in that occupation. It is my ecandid
judgment that under the subcommittee bill I shall offer to-
morrow, H. R. 10538, you would get a higher starting wage
than you would under the present proposal of the Committee
on Labor.

May I call your attention to the fact that last August,
when the House Committee on Labor reported a provision
similar to the one I am going to offer tomorrow, that bill
was endorsed by both factions of labor in this country. I
have in my hand, although I will not take the time to read
it now, a letter signed by William Green, president of the
American Federation of Labor, substantiating that statement
under date of August 9, 1937. I will place that letter in the
RECORD.

In addition, I have a letter dated August 4, 1937, expressing
the appreciation of Mr. Green for my personal consideration
of the amendments he offered to the committee and which
the committee accepted.

Further, I am going to ask permission to place in the Rec-
orp the minority report which I filed on this measure.

In conclusion, may I call the attention of the Committee
to the fact that we are faced in this proposal with a problem
which is more complex, in my judgment, than the fixing of
freight rates by the Interstate Commerce Commission, It is
my honest and sincere opinion that if we are to pass a wage
and hour bill which has any hope of being successful it must
be a bill which delegates authority to an independent board
which can take into consideration all of the varying factors
existing in the various industries and in the various sec-
tions of this country. This board must have the power, after
consideration of those factors industry by industry, to fix a
fair wage, one which can be paid by the employer and one
which will give justice and eliminate unfair competition.
[Applause.]

In his message of May 24, 1937, on wage and hour legis-
lation, among other things, the President said:

These rudimentary standards will of necessity at the start fall
far short of the ideal. Even in the treatment of national problems
there are geographical and industrial diversities which practical
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statesmanship cannot wholly ignore. Backward labor conditions
and relatively progressive labor conditions cannot be completely
assimilated and made uniform at one fell swoop without creating
economic dislocations.

With the establishment of these rudimentary standards as a
base we must seek to bulld up, through appropriate administra-
tive machinery, minimum wage standards of fairness and reason-
ableness, industry by industry, having due regard to local and
geographical diversities and to the effect of unfair labor condi-
tions upon competition in interstate trade and upon the main-
tenance of industrial peace.

During the hearings on the subject, the following colloquy
took place between Mr. Robert H. Jackson and the gentleman
from Illincis [Mr. KELLER]:

Representative Kerrer. It would require very considerable time,
would it not, for this Board to set the different minimums for
the various divisions of our industries?

Mr. JacksoN. I suppose it would take some time. I would not
know just what time it would take, but it would take time, of
course.

Representative KELLER. Why not set some such minimum wage
in this bill which would act as a minimum until a fair minimum
wage could be established by the Board?

Mr. Jackson. Well, if you did that you would run the risk of
setting A& minimum which would be in some particular case a
great hardship, and of having your right to fix & minimum tested
in the courts under its most unfavorable aspect as a violation of
due process.

In the brief Mr, Jackson filed with the committee, among
other things, were the following statements:

As President Roosevelt has stated, "Even in the treatment of
national problems there are geographical and industrial diversities
which practical statesmanship cannot wholly ignore.” Portions of
the bill relating to wages and hours would become operative as
and when the Board created by the act orders their application,
This bill does not plunge the Nation headlong into a rigid
and widespread policy of regulating wages and hours. It permits
the building up a body of experience and prevents the extension
of regulation faster than capaclty properly to administer is ac-
quired. The investigations of the Board will also provide the evi-
dence and the findings upon which the Government can rest its
argument if the constitutionality of the act is assailed.

- - L] L] - - L]

Due process is defined in respect of both Federal and State legis-
lation in Nebbia v. New York (201 U. 8. 502, 525) :

“The fifth amendment, in the field of Federal activity, and the
fourteenth, as respects State action, do not prohibit governmental
regulation for the public welfare. They merely condition the exer-
tion of the admitted power by securing that the end shall be
accomplished by methods consistent with due process. And the
guaranty of due process, as has often been held, demands only
that the law shall not be unreasonable, arbitrary, or capricious,
and that the means selected shall have a real and substantial
relation to the object sought to be attained. It results that a
regulation valid for one sort of business may be invalid for an-
other sort, or for the same business under other circumstances,
because the reasonableness of each regulation depends upon the
relevant facts.”

If regulation may be dependent on “relevant facts” there can
be no objection to delegating power to an tive or quasi-
judicial board to investigate, hear evidence, and decide those facts.

The following was submitted to the subcommittee:

BRIEF SUBMITTED BY MR. GERARD REILLY, SOLICITOR OF THE LABOR
DEPARTMENT, MARCH 8, 1938

You have asked my opinion as to whether there is any au-
thority for the view that Congress may validly enact a bill pro-
viding for a uniform minimum wage of 40 cents an hour through-
~out the country.

After examination of the authorities I have been unable to
find any decision or constitutional law sustaining this view.
Moreover, the decisions in the fleld of minimum wages and mini-
mum prices create serious doubt as to whether such an enact-
ment would be upheld in the light of the present state of the
authorities,

While it may be assumed in the light of N. L. R. B. v. Jones
& Laughlin (301 U. 8. 1) that Congress has the power under the
commerce clause to enact labor legislation with respect to factory
employments affecting interstate commerce, it must be remem-
bered that the exercise of this power is limited by the “due
process” clause of the fifth amendment, This results in the same
restriction upon the power of the Federal Government that the
“due process” clause in the fourteenth amendment imposes upon
the States,

For years the Bupreme Court held that legislation providing for
minimum wages or minimum prices in private industries (not
publicly owned or “affected with a public interest”) violated “due

rocess” by interfering with liberty of contract. Recently the
jupreme Court in two decisions which must be regarded as estab-
lishing new outposts in the permissible area of industrial regula-
tlon conceded the validity of statutes regulating price fixing

(Nebbia v. N. ¥, 201 U. 8. 502) and wage fixing (Parrish v. West
Coast Hotel, 300 U. 8. 379).

On each occasion, a divided court by the narrow margin of a
5-to-4 vote, while recognizing the general doctrine against impair-
ment. of liberty of contract, found that whatever infringement
upon this right had taken place was justified by consideration
of health, the preservation of life, or the protection of a business
essential to the economic vitality of the State.

In other words, the Supreme Court has not as yet conceded
plenary power to Congress or State legislatures to enter the field
of price or wage regulation.

It should be emphasized that the statutes upheld in these two
cases did not propose to fix price or wage rates in the provisions
of the statute, but the power of so doing was delegated to fact-
finding agencies which under the terms of these statutes were
directed to establish varying prices and wage rates in accordance
with the guldes and standards set forth in the laws.

In the Nebbla case the Court said that its function in the
applicaticn of the fifth and fourteenth amendments was
determine in each case whether circumstances vindicate the
challenged regulation as a reasonable exertion of governmental
authority or condemn it as arbitrary or discriminatory, “And
the guaranty of due process as has been often been held, de-
mands only that the law shall not be unreasonable, arbitrary, or
capricious, and that the means selected shall have a real and sub-
stantial relation to the objects sought to be obtained. It results
that a regulation valid for one sort of business, or in given cir-
cumstances, may be invalid for another sort, or for the same
business under other circumstances, because the reasonableness
of each regulation depends upon relevant facts” (p. 525).

Assuming that Congress passed an act fixing a single inflexible
minimum-wage rate and a maximum workweek, upon what ‘“rele-
vant facts” could they be sustained when applied to the various
localities, industries, and classes of workers of the United States?
It would seem that most factors, such as “cost of living” or “value
of services,” set forth as standards for minimum wages in pending
legislation may vary with localities and industries. If these factors
do differ substantially with localities, industries, and classes of
employees, a uniform and inflexible wage rate may deny some
employees the necessities of life and grant luxuries to others.
Such a wage rate, while uniform in amount, would be unegual and
discriminatory when franslated into “living wage.” If the pur-
pose of minimum-wage legislation 1s to assure all employees a
“living wage,” it is more important to secure uniformity in “real
wages"” rather than “money wages.”

Furthermore, if an inflexible wage law had the effect of establish-
ing a minimum wage for a substantial number of workers which
could be shown to be in excess of that required for cost of living,
it is doubtful whether there is any authority in the recently de-
cided case of West Coast Hotel Co. v. Parrish to sustain it. The
decision sustained a minimum-wage statute for the State of Wash-
ington which directed the Indusirial Welfare Commission “to
establish such standards of wages * * * ag shall be held here-
under to be reasonable and not detrimental to health and morals,
and which shall be sufficient for the decent maintenance of
women.” In commenting upon the statute, the Chief Justice who
wrote the opinion stated:

“The legislature was entitled to adopt measures to reduce the
evils of the 'sweating system,' the exploiting of workers at wages
g0 low as to be insufficient to meet the bare cost of living, thus
making their very helplessness the occasion of a most injurious
competition.”

And further:

“The exploitation of a class of workers who are in an unequal
position with respect to bargaining power and are thus relatively
defenseless against the denial of a living wage is not only detri-
mental to their health and well-being but casts a direct burden
for their support upon the community, What these workers lose
in wages the taxpayers are called upon to pay. The bare cost of
living must be met” (p. 399).

There is nothing in the decision which indicates that the State
of Washington would have been at liberty to fix a minimum wage
in excess of that which was needed for “cost of llving.”

Moreover, the Chief Justice observes that minimum wages under
the Washington statute are fixed in consideration of services per-
formed and often full consideration by employers, employees, and
the public. (See p. 396.)

The dlssenting opinlon in the case of Morchead v. N. ¥, ex rel.
Tipaldo (298 U. 8. 587) must also be considered in connection with
this question—the case in which the minimum-wage law for women
in the State of New York was held invalid. The reasoning of the
dissent written by Chlef Justice Hughes and concurred in by
Brandeis, Stone, and Cardozo upheld the statute because minimum
wages were to be based upon two standards, one of which was the
“reasonable value of service performed.”

This minority opinion is now of utmost importance since the
reasoning of the dissenting judges was used in part to sustain
the Washington statute in the Parrish case.

Another aspect of Supreme Court history on the minimum-wage
question which is not without significance is that after the doctrine
of the Adkins case had been established an Arizona minimum-
wage act was considered by the Court in the case of Murphy v.
Sardell (269 U. 8. 430). Unlike the District of Columbla statute
which had been invalidated in the Adkins case, this act instead of
creating a board to set wages, fixed a uniform minimum of $16 a
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week. It was therefore argued that this statute was distinguish-
able from the one reviewed in the earlier case. The Court, how-
ever, in a memorandum opinion held this statute also invalid,
and an Arkansas statute, similarly drafted, suffered the same fate
8 year later (Donham v. West Nelson Mfg. Co., 273 U. 8. 657). Yet
when the Supreme Court specifically overruled the Adkins case
last year, it did not overrule these two cases. Therefore it may
be that these cases are still regarded as law by the Court today—
an influence which is strengthened by the fact that Mr. Justice
Brandeis was the only member of the Court to vote a dissent in
these two cases, although there had been a dissenting minority of
three (not including Brandeis) in the Adkins case.

Mr. Reilly made this statement to the subcommittee:

MRE. GERARD REILLY, SOLICITOR OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Mr. Reilly expressed himself in agreement with the preceding
testimony of Mr. Ben Cohen. He added the following statements:

1. The only case that has ever been passed on by the Supreme
Court in which a flat minimum was established was the Arizona
minimum-wage case and that was ruled on adversely. When the
Bupreme Court overruled its decision in the Washington minimum-
wage case they did not expressly overrule the Arizona case so that
it is presumed that they did not mean to do so; in other words,
that the establishment of a rigid minimum is still unconstitu-
tional. However, of course, this can only be presumed but it is
the only basis anyone has in trylng to establish or determine the
constitutionality of a rigid minimum if argued on these grounds,
There is really no precedent which has been upheld for a rigid
minimum-wage law. It is as yet untouched ground.

2. There must be some provision in the bill for its enforcement
and administration. No law ever enforced itself. Even giving the
right of complaint to employees and employers and unions is not
effective. This has been proven in the enforcement of the Walsh-
Healey Act. Ninety percent of the violations of this act have been
reported by investigators of the Government and only 10 percent
by individuals acting under the right given them in the statute.
In many cases these inspectors were those already employed by the
State labor departments working in this case in cooperation with
the Federal Government.

8. If the administration of the act were put in the Department
of Labor as is the Walsh-Healey Act, it would be much less expen-
sive than the establishment of a new bureau or commission or
board. The Walsh-Healey Act, covering contracts of more than
$300,000,000, has cost only about $300,000 to administer.

4. There is little or mo legislative history in the States for a
graduated minimum-wage scale. Its principal difference with a
rigid minimum is the immediacy with which the minimum would
be reached. This would be new ground in principle, legislatively
speaking. There would also be this difficulty that the bill on which
Congress held hearings is In no way like this type of legislation.
In reviewing a case the Supreme Court often goes to the hearings
held before Congress to determine what factors were actually taken
into consideration. The hearings before the Labor Committee were
on the establishment of a flexible minimum, an entirely different
theory, and therefore would have no weight with the Court on
deciding the constitutionality of the bill you propose.

The following statement was made to the subcommittee by
Mr. Cohen:

TESTIMONY OF MR. BEN COHEN

Certain questions were put to Mr. Cohen and answered in the
following manner:

Question. Do you think Co. can write a specific inflexible
minimum wage into a bill and have it declared constitutional?

Answer. The courts have never had occasion to pass squarely
upon that specific question. The Bugﬁe Court, in the Washing-
ton minimum-wage case, upheld a ble minimum wage which
delegated to a wage board the power to fix 2 minimum cost-of-liv-
ing wage. I think it is clear also that the Bupreme Court would
today adhere to the Chief Justice's dissenting opinion in the
New York minimum-wage case and uphold a flexible minimum
wage based upon the reasonable value of services rendered. So
far as the due-process clause is concerned, therefore, we know that
the flexible minimum wage is constitutional. Before the Supreme
Court passes upon the issue, it is impossible to predict with abso-
Iute assurance whether or not an inflexible minimum wage estab-
lished Congress would or would not be held constitutional.
Much t depend upon the particular State. The test of due
process is the test of reasonableness and absence of arbitrariness,
and the Court would and should undoubtedly give great weight
to the judgment of the Congress.

It is true that it might possibly be a.rgued that it is unconstitu-
tional to fix one single minimum wage for the entire country with
its diverse industries and {ts diverse local conditions, 8Still if the
majority of the Congress after considering the problem decldes
that it is the best and most reasonable way of dealing with the
situation the Supreme Court might well hesitate to pronounce
unreasonable what the Congress found to be reasdonable. A few
extreme cases of hardship are not usually deemed sufficient to
make & statute of general application unconstitutional. If the
inflexible minimum wage is low enough so that it may be urged
that if it provides not more than a minimum decent cost of living
even in those parts of the country where the cost of living is
relatively low, there should be a reasonable chance of its being
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upheld. I should not be prepared to say that such a bill would
be held unconstitutional.

Question. Has Congress the power to delegate authority to fix
wages to a wage and hour committee or board or commission pro-
viding, of course, that these committees are appointed by the
administrator and take an oath of office?

Answer. I should say that I think that Congress has the power
to delegate to an administrative board the power to fix minimum
wages in conformity with reasonable standards laid down by
Congress.

Question. Buppose Congress were to fix a bottom minimum of 20
cents and a top minimum of 40 cents and give to a commission
or some other body the authority to apply this wage scale between
the two figures on the basis of certain standards outlined in the
bill. Would this be constitutional?

Answer. I should think that would have a good chance of
standing up. Certainly the Congress should have the right to fix
the top minimum standard so as to confine the bhill to workers
clearly in need of protection. 1 should think that the Congress
should also have the power to fix some botton minimum like 20
cents which Is clearly not in excess of & minimum cost of living
in almost any locality.

Question. Do you think the delegation of power to wage and
hour committees such as those contained in the recommitted bill
would be unconstitutional?

Answer. Much would depend on the form of the particular bill.
In the Carter coal case the decision was based on the fact that the
wage committees were designated by private industrial groups
and they spoke for only factions of that Industry and they based
their findings on almost no standards whatever. In the recom-
mitted bill the committees would include representatives of em-
ployers, employees, and the general public, and they would be
selected by Governmeat officials and not by private groups. Théir
decisions would be based on definite standards laid down in the
statute and their decisions would be accepted or rejected by the
Government administrator or board. I think you would be fairly
safe in establishing these committees if definite standards are
prescribed to control their action and if they are appointed by
& Government agency which has the final word in their decision.

Question. Would we be safer with a fiexible minimum, legally
speaking?

Answer. It seems to be the best type of legislation in dealing
with a country as large and as diversified as ours. I do not
want, however, to be quoted as saying that an inflexible minimum
would necessarily be unconstitutional if it were confined to work-
ers clearly in need of the protection of the Government.

Question. Suppose Congress sets 20 cents as the basic minimum
and says that over a period of a certain number of years this
minimum would be brought up to 40 cents by gradual increases at
stated intervals. Would this be constitutional in your opinion?

Answer, This, of course, presents the problem that in some cases
the minimum wage that Congress sets would not be applicable
for some years hence. Conditions may change very radically over
a period of months and the industry affected might not be in a
position to meet this added obligation at the stated time. It
would presumably add to the uncertainty of an employer running
his business. If you write this sort of bill, conditions may arise
some years hence which could not now be foreseen by Congress.
A gradual ascent might work greater hardship than the establish-
ment of a flexible minimum adjustable from time to time by
administrative action.

Question. Do you think that exemptions specifically written into
the bill are necessary?

Answer. I think it is advisable to have some general exem
for agricultural workers, because the very nature of the work is
so different from industrial work, but I certainly do not think
that the bill should be emasculated by numerous specific exemp-
tions. There are too many exemptions in the Senate bill,

Remarks: There is a mistaken impression that’a bill will enforce
itself. This, of course, is not true. State experience with labor
legislation has demonstrated the need of detailed administrative
provisions for inspection and enforcement. If Congress thinks best
it could put the administration and enforcement of the act In
the Department of Labor, However, the act should provide ad-.
ministrative machinery for the granting of special licenses to
those subject to mental or physical handicaps.

The following letter was received after the House Labor
Committee reported a bill on August 6, 1937, similar to the
substitute I will offer:

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LAEOR,
Washington, D, C., August 9, 1937,
Hon. ROBERT RAMSPECK,

House Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Dpar Simm: The wage and hour bill as reported by the House
Labor Committee is reasonably acceptable and fairly satisfactory
to labor. For that reason I am taking the liberty of writing you
requesting you to support this legislation when it is
presented to the House of Representatives for final -

It occurred to me that you wished to know the attitude of the
American Federation of Labor toward the wage and hour bill.
In fact, a number of Members of Congress have made inquiry as
to the position the American Federation of Labor assumed toward
this important measure. I am therefore writing you this letter
advising you of the American Federation of Labor's sndorsement
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and approval of the wage and hour bill as reperted by the House
Labor Committee,

I sincerely hope you may find it possible to vote for the enact-
ment of the wage and hour bill into law without any substan-
tial change in the form and character in which it is reported to
the House for passage by the House of Representatives.

Thanking you in advance, I am,

Sincerely yours,
Wn. GREEN,
President, American Federation of Labor.

The following letter was received after the Labor Com-
mittee had adopted certain amendments sponsored by Mr.

Green:
AmERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR,
Washington, D. C., August 4, 1937.
Hon. RosErT RAMSPECK,
Member, House Labor Committee,
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.

My Dear CoNGRESSMAN: I am writing to express to you my deep
appreciation of the courteous and considerate treatment you ac-
ccrded me when I requested of the House Labor Committee that
an opportunity be accorded me to present amendments to the
wage and hour bill, providing for the protection of collective
barga‘ning and collective bargaining agreements.

Your response to my request was generous, prompt, and sincere,
I thank you for the fine spirit you manifested and the fine atti-
tude you assumed when I asked for an adjournment of the House
Labor Committee for 1 day, and for the approval which you gave
to the amendments to the wage and hour bill which I submitted.

Very sincerely yours,
W, GREEN,
President, American Federation of Labor,

I include below the views filed by me on the present
committee bill:

SEPARATE VIEWS ON SENATE BILL 2475

In the opinion of the undersigned, the bill being reported by
the majority of the Committee on Labor of the House as a substi-
tute for the bill passed by the Senate is not a reasonable exertion
of governmental authority, but, on the contrary, is arbitrary and
discriminatory. It is our opinion that it violates the due-process
clause of the Constitution, and therefore will be held invalid when
it reaches the Supreme Court if it should be enacted into law.

The history of minimum-wage legislation is as follows: In 1923
the Supreme Court held invalid in the Adkins case (261 U. 8. 525)
the District of Columbia statute providing for regulation of mini-
mum wages through wage boards. Later the State of Arizona passed
a minimum-wage law in a different form. Instead of creating a
board to set wages the statute fixed a uniform minimum of $16
per week. In a memorandum opinion this statute was held invalid,
and likewise a statute from Arkansas similarly drafted was held
invalid a year later. The Arizona case is reported in Two Hundred
and Sixty-nine United States Reports, page 430, and the Arkansas
in Two Hundred and Seventy-three United States Reports, page 657.

Last year in the case of Parrish v. West Coast Hotel Co.
(300 U. S. 379), the Supreme Court, by a 54 decislon, reversed its
previous holding in the Adkins case and specifically overruled
that case. It is significant to note that the Court failed to spe-
cifically overrule its previous decisions in the Arizona and Arkansas
cases.

There is only one other Supreme Court decision in the history of
this type of legislation. It is the case of Morehead v. New York
(298 U. S. 587). In that decision the Supreme Court held invalid
a minimum-wage law for women in the State of New York. Chief
Justice Hughes wrote a dissenting opinion which was concurred in
by Justices Brandeis, Stone, and Cardozo. This opinion upheld
the statute because the minimum wages were to be based upon
two standards, one of which was the reasonable value of services
performed.

It seems that this minority opinlon in the New York case is now
of the utmost importance, since the reasoning contained therein
was in part used to sustain the Washington State statute in the
Parrish case.

It must be remembered that the Supreme Court has never yet
conceded plenary power to Congress or to State legislatures to fix
prices or wages. The exercise of such power has been upheld in
only two cases, one of which, the Parrish case, has already been
discussed.

In the other case, which is Nebbia v. New York (201 U. 8. 502),
the Supreme Court upheld the statute permitting price fixing with
regard to milk, but in this case and in the Parrish case the power
to fix prices and wages was delegated to fact-finding agencies, and
these agencies were directed to establish varying prices and wages
in accordance with standards incorporated in the laws. The Court
pointed out that such statutes must be reasonable and not arbi-
trary or capricious, and that the right to infringe upon liberty of
contract must be justified by considerations of health, the preser-
vai‘:t;ﬁn of life, and the protection of a business essential to the
public.

It may be contended that the bill reported by the majority of
the committee provides for uniform wages and for uniform hours

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

7303

and Is therefore not discriminatory, but when these figures are
translated into actual wages in the terms of what the dollars will
buy, it will be found that the proposal does not provide uniformity
in that respect.

In the Washington State case, Chlef Justice Hughes based his
decision largely upon the theory that a workman should at least
receive the bare cost of living, and pointed out that if this was
not the case, the taxpayers were called upon to pay the difference.

The foregoing is a discussion of the legal questions growing out
cf the due-process aspect, but we must also keep in mind the fact
that before the Federal Government can regulate wages and hours
the interstate-commerce clause comes into play.

In respect to this question the bill favored by the majority
delegates the right to the Secretary of Labor to determine what
industries shall be affected, which seems to be an unwise if not
actually an illegal delegation to a single officer In the executive
branch of the Government. This authority is found in section 6
of the bill. The standards prescribed upon which the Secretary
is to base a decision are not sufficiently definite.

The bill reported by the majority provides for no fact-finding
procedure and totally ignores the fact that in a country as large
as the United States there are thousands of varying conditions to
which this inflexible proposal must be applied.

For instance, the Bureau of Labor Statistics reports that In
towns and villages of a population of 5,500 and less, an average
monthly rental of $11 is paid by those in the income group of
less than $1,000. This monthly rental shows a gradual increase
as the size of the community increases, and averages $23 per
month in cities having a population of more than 1,000,000.
It will be seen, therefore, that although this proposal would pre-
scribe the same minimum wage in the city of less than 5,500
population as it does for the city of more than a million, the
worker in the latter city would necessarily pay more than twice
as much rent per month as the worker in the small community,
and therefore his real wages would be less,

Another ilustration of the complexities to be faced by an In-
flexible statute can be had from a comparison of rents in Colum-
bia, 8. C.,, and Gastonia, N. C. In Columbia, the worker making
from $500 to $1,000 per year will pay $12.60 per month rent, while
in Gastonia a worker with the same income will pay only $7.40 per
month. The worker in Gastonia will, therefore, get in actual
wages an advantage of $5.20 per month over his brother worker
in Columbia. :

We must also consider, from the standpoint of the employer
upon whom this burden is to be imposed, the cost of rta-
tion. He must secure raw materials and his finished product
must go to the market.

Fifty-one percent of the population of our eountry lives in what
is known as eastern or official territory with regard to freight
rates. Using this territory as the base for 100 the following are
the average freight rates for the other sections of the country:
southern, 139; western trunk line, 147; mountain Pacific, 171;
and southwestern, 175.

To impose a rigid inflexible wage in all parts of the United
States will unquestionably mean that some employers cannot
longer compete in the eastern market where a majority of our
consumers reside. That means, therefore, retirement from business,
and their employees, instead of having their wages raised, will ind
themselves on relief.

It seems to the undersigned, therefore, that to approach a solu-
tion of this problem, we must have a fact-finding process to
which Congress must delegate the power to determine what wages
and what hours shall be applied after a thorough consideration
of the facts. To do otherwise would be arbitrary and capricious,
would be discriminatory, and would violate the due-process re-
quirements of our Constitution.

Below I offer two editorials from the Christian Science
Monitor:
[From the Christian Science Monitor of April 15, 1938
ASSURING WAGE-LAW DEFEAT

The House of Representatives Committee on Labor has tenta-
tively decided, according to report from Washington, to report a
still further redraft of the much-redrafted wage and hour bill
in which flat standards for all industries and all sections of the
country would be provided, grading up by annual steps to a
40-cent minimum wage and down to a 40-hour maximum week.
This is evidently in deference to the demands of the Amcrican
Federation of Labor.

Of course, it does not apparently matter much what kind of
wage and hour bill is written now. There is every indication
that no bill of the sort can obtain a rule from the Rules Com-
mittee or the necessary 218 signatures to a petition to put it on
the calendar at the present session. But if the Labor Com:mittee
wishes to make sure of a thumping defeat for the measure it
could hardly do better than to take the course now reported. The
attempt to impose a flat, uniform statutory standard everywhere
without regard to differences of geography or between industries
is so preposterous as to raise a presumption that the committee
is more concerned with providing the A. F. of L. with a face-saving
political slogan than it is with formulating a workable proposal.
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[From the Christian Science Monitor of May 18, 1038]
‘WAGES OF RECOVERY

The new wage and hour bill continues to agitate Congress and

country. Both parties’ treatment of it gives more evidence of tem-

) political maneuvering than of hopeful humanitarian re-
'orm. This newspaper agrees with the general aim of putting a
floor under low wages and a ceiling over long hours. But we op-
pose the Norton bill for two reasons: It is wrong in method and
wrong in time.

Labor standards, as President Roosevelt has pointed out, should
take into consideration differences in industries and in living con-
ditions, This bill fails to do that. It fixes rigid standards which
would cause unemployment at & time when more employment is
desperately needed. And continued political agitation over it is
most untimely when the Nation's chief need is for cooperative
business recovery, Further efforts to legislate a fairer division of
national income might well be suspended until the decline in
national income has been reversed.

[From the New York Times of May 21, 1938]
DIFFERENTIALS IN WAGES

While neither the Department of Labor nor the supporters of
the wage-hour bill in Congress have gone to any trouble to ascer-
tain and publicize the facts, private research has made amply
clear the great extent of the differentials existing in wage rates
between different sections of the country and between large cities
and small towns in the same section. Studies by the National
Industrial Conference Board have shown, for example, that wages
in the furniture business are mow about 50 percent higher in the
far west than in the South, while wages in the lumber industry
are about 130 percent higher in the far West than in the South.
Similar if less striking differentials exist in other industries.
Again, within the same geographical district it has been found that
hourly wages are from 15 to 35 percent lower in small communities
than in the larger cities.

Nearly all the State minimum-wage laws and procedures have
recognized the need of taking these existing differentials within a
State Into account when fixing minimum wages. In New York
different minimums have been fixed for workers In beauty parlors
and in laundries; and in the laundry industry itself three different
minimums are fixed in accordance with the size of the town in
which the laundry is located. In Illineis the laundry industry is
also divided into districts, and minimum wages in effect in 1937
ranged from 23 cents an hour to 28, while 87 cents an hour was
fixed in the wash-dress industry. Similar differentials could be
cited from most other States that have adopted minimum-wage
laws.

The principle of geographical differentials is recognized even by
the Federal Government in the wage scales fixed by the W. P. A,
These begin by setting up wage scales for five different classes of
workers—unskilled, intermediate, skilled and professional and
technical, The country is then divided Into four different wage
regions. Within each region itself there are five different geo-
gnphical classifications depending on the size of populations ef

wns.

Finally, the President himself recognized the need for differen-
tials in minimum-wage legislation in his message of May 24, 1937,
originally recommending a Federal wage-hour law:

“Even in the treatment of national problems there are geo-
graphical and industrial diversities which practical statesmanship
cannot wholly ignore. Backward labor conditions and relatively
progressive labor conditions cannot be completely assimilated and
made uniform at one fell swoop without creating economic
dislocations.”

Yet by imposing a flat uniform wage rate on all Industries and
wggm. this in effect is what the House wage-hour bill proposes

[From the New York Times of May 22, 1838]
THE QUESTION oF HOURS

The wage-hour bill is scheduled to come up in the House tomor-
row for debate. Comment upon that measure up to now has tended
to focus on the guestion of wage rates to the neglect of the ques-
tion of hours. And yet it is quite possible that the restriction of
working hours at first to 44 and at the end of 2 years to 40 a
week may prove in praetice much more serious In its adverse effect
on recovery. The French 40-hour week, which has had a disorgan-
izing effect on French industry, and which the parties of the left as
well as of the right have been trying to circumvent in practice
while retaining it in principle, ought to be a huge danger signal
to ourselves. So far as the proponents of the present wage-hour
bill are concerned, however, the French law and the subsequent
economic history of France t just as well never have existed.

If it were now proposed that the Federal Government should re-
strict hours to conform with the standards adopted by the most
advanced States, for the purpose of prohibiting conditions deemed
to be harmful to the health or morals particularly of women and
miners, the only serious question at issue would be the constitu-
tional one of whether it was wise for the Federal Government to
take over these powers. But what is actually proposed goes much
beyond this. The proposed Federal restrictions are to apply not to
selected industries but to virtually all of them; they are to apply
to men as well as women, and they are based on a different prin-
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ciple. Few people argue that a 48-, not to speak of a 44-hour
week, is In most industries seriously harmful to health or even to
efficlency. The demand for the 40-hour week rests largely on the
assumption that there is a fixed volume of production to be
turned out, that there is therefore a fixed number of working man-
hours to go round, and that if individual hours are restricted there
will be a larger number of jobs. This assumption is quite fal-
lacious. The most probable effect of a shortening of working
hours, as experience has shown, is reduced reciprocal demand and
reduced national production,

The average number of hours worked per week in
industries last March, according to the figures of the National In-
dustrial Conference Board, was 83.4. Such figures are sometimes
cited to show that a 40-hour legal week could do no harm. But
these hours reflect the part-time work brought about by the cur-
rent depression. As they are average figures they include many
48-hour weeks, and the reduction of the latter to 44 or 40 would
doubtless reduce present working hours still further. But apart
from that, the short legal working week would present expansion,
and the increased leisure would be dearly bought. The Brookings
Institution has pointed out that even in 1929, when actual goods
and services produced had a value of about $81,000,000,000 (as ccm=
pared with a rate estimated at $56,000,000,000 today), great unful-
filled wants existed for the masses of people, both rural and urban.
The 1929 production was accomplished on an industrial workweek
which averaged close to 51 hours. Unless we can be sure of a vast
increase in productive efficiency, the institution pointed out, the
working week cannot be appreciably shortened without a curtail-
ment of production, and, in consequence, without reducing con-
sumption standards below the level of 1929. Yet we not only
need to restore that unsatisfactory level of living; we need greatly
to exceed it.

The House wage-hour bill, it is true, does not absolutely pro-
hibit a working week in excess of 40 hours, but provides that hours
in excess of that must be paid for at the rate of one and one-half
times the regular hourly rate. For many marginal firms and others
this will be equivalent to prohibition, particularly in view of the
increases provided in regular hourly rates by the bill. Most of the
advocates of the wage-hour bill have still to learn the simple prin-
ciple that no matter how much we may increase wage rates with
a view to expanding purchasing power, we will not find available
in the market places the goods which minister to the satisfaction
of human wants unless they are produced.

{From the New York Herald Tribune of May 21, 1938]
TopAY AND TOMORROW
(By Walter Lippmann)
THE SECTIONAL WAGES BILL

The wage and hour bill, which is now before the House, directs
the Secretary of Labor to hold hearings and to decide, subject to
review by the Federal courts, whether a particular kind of em-
ployment anywhere in the United States {5 “an industry affec
commerce.” If she finds that it is, and if the circuit court of
appeals agrees with her, no one may be employed at less than a
minimum wage fixed in the act. At the end of 3 years he may not
be paid less than $16 for 40 hours’ work or less than §18.40 for 44
hours’ work or less than $20.80 for 48 hours' work,

The bill is regarded with considerable favor by northern employ=-
ers and workingmen in those industries, like textiles, which are im
competition with the South. So much is this the case that con-
servative Republicans like Mr. Lopge, of Massachusetts, and Mr.
Davis, of Pennsylvania, are in favor of it. They regard the bill as
the equivalent of an internal tariff to protect northern industries
by excluding the products of the cheaper southern labor from the
Pt Fales Tt the moulis in Congress are asking

'0 mee e southerners in are for differ-
entials, that is, for a lower legal wage in the South than in the
North. If they succeed, they will have defeated the real purpose of
the bill. For the whole point of the bill is to deprive the South
of the competitive advantage resulting from its lower labor costs.
And, therefore, a law which fixed a higher minimum wage in the
North than in the South would legalize the very thing which
this bill is designed to prevent.

The sponsors of the bill should be asked to say just what they
think will happen in the southern factories. Do they believe that
the southern employers can pay the Federal wage and still compete
successfully with the North, or do they believe that this bill will
prevent them from competing? Do they think southern employers
can pay this higher wage out of profits or do they think they
can ralse prices and still sell as many goods, or do they think
southern producers will be forced to contract and will be discour-
aged from opening new factories in the South? Just what 1s the
theory of the bill?

The question is important. For the South is in an earlier stage
of iIndustrial development than is the North. It has many handi-
caps. Since the Civil War it has been the victim of a tariff system
which forced it to buy in a protected market and to sell its cotton
and tobacco in a free market. Since the World War its free world
market has been closing, partly as a result of the northern tariff
policy. The South suffers from high railroad rates, It has not
until recently had access to the private-capital market. But it
has cheaper labor and this labor lives nearer the raw materials
and nearer a considerable part of the national market,




1938

If the South is to raise its standard of life, it must turn away
from its dependence on the export of a few staple crops, like
cotton and tobacco, and it must diversify its agriculture and
develop local industries. To do this it must compete with the
older and more favored industrial regions, and the one real ad-
vantage it possesses in the competitive struggle is the fact that
southerners are willing and able to work for lower wages.

If this advantage is to be taken away from the South, then 1t
seems only fair that steps should be taken to equalize conditions
in other respects. The spokesmen of the South might well take
the position that wages are only one factor in production. If
wages are to be equalized, then railroad rates, credit facilities,
interest rates, and tariffs should be equalized too, and the monop-
olistic prices for capital goods produced largely in the North
should be broken down.

For the fact of the matter is, to put it brutally, that in the
long period of Republican rule after the Civil War, the South has
had the status of a colony, and the net effect of the Nation’s com-
mercial policy has been to keep the South impoverished. Tariff
policy, railroad policy, the toleration of trusts and monopolies,
and the concentrated control of credit have worked one and all
to retard the industrial development of the South and to keep
it in the position of a colony producing cheap raw materials, It
seems to me the irony of ironies that a Democratic administra-
tion should be insisiting on a wage law that will place one more
handicap on the South's struggle to raise its standard of life.

For let us have no illusions about it. The statistics about
southern wages which horrify northern reformers represent on
the whole—there are marginal cases, of course—a distinct and
substantial improvement over what the South has hitherto known.
The industrial wages are very low. But they are an improve-
ment over the income that can be earned in other ways, from
the eroded and depleted land and from casual labor. To forbid
men to work except at a wage which protects competing north-
ern industry is almost certainly to interfere with the struggle of
the South to raise its standard of life.

This is in truth a sectional bill disguised as a humanitarian
reform. It is supported in part by reactionaries who know just
what it really means and in part by northern reformers who have
never been in the South or have never grasped the tremendous
problems which the South has been left with as a result first
of the Civil War, and its aftermath of reconstruction, and then
of the World War, and its aftermath of economic nationalism.

In conclusion I include a statement I recently prepared
for certain newspapers explaining my views on this question:
WAGE AND HOUR LEGISLATION
(By Representative RoserT RAMSPECK, of Georgia)

On Monday, May 23, the House of Representatives will be faced
with a choice as to the type of lzgislation it shall adopt dealing
with minimum wages and the regulation of hours throughout the
United States.

The choice will be made between two different proposals which
present differing philosophies, both economically and legally.

The Norton bill, favorably reported by the House Committee on
Labor, assumes that the Federal Government has plenary power
to fix wages and hours throughout the United States for the
purpose of increasing purchasing power in the hands of the em-~
ployees who would be affected. This bill does not take into con-
sideration existing differences in economic factors entering into
competition in the 48 States. It does not consider the cost of
living, the value of the services rendered by employees, or the
cost of unit production.

As opposed to this philosophy, I expect to offer a substitute in
the form of & bill drafted by a subcommittee. This latter bill
would fix no minimum wages, nor would it regulate hours, but
the authority to do so would be delegated to an independent
board. Definite standards by which the board must be guided
are contained in the proj act.

In considering these different philosophies on the subject of
minimum wages and the regulations of hours, we should not
forget the legal and economic aspects involved.

It appears to me that the Federal Constitution does not give
Congress plenary power to fix wages or hours. I think it can he
done only as a part of the constitutional right to regulate and
protect commerce. We must also keep in mind the constitutional
provision requiring due process.

The Supreme Court of the United States has in many cases
held that neither the State nor the Federal Government can
interfere with the right of employees and employers to contract
for services unless some special reason exists which makes it
mIperauve that the public good demands such interference.

t must also be remembered that any Federal wage and hour
legislation is a legal experiment. No such law has ever been
enacted, and therefore doubt must exist as to the attitude which
the courts will take toward this attempt to enter a new legal field.

On the other hand, the States, through their police power, have
enacted minimum-wage and maximum-hour legislation for women
and minors, but have never attempted minimum-wage legislation
for men,

Until recently the Supreme Court had held invalid such State
law on the ground that the States had no right to interfere with
the freedom of contract which the Constitution gives to the cit=-
izens. Last year the Supreme Court reversed this position, and
it now holds valid State laws on this subject dealing with women
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and minors on the ground that the failure of employers to pay
a living wage makes it necessary for the Public Treasury to sup-
plement the earnings of such employees, and for this reason it
has permitted the States to interfere with freedom of contract.

In this matter the Supreme Coust has held valid a law which
does not fix minimum wages but which delegates that power to
an agency of the State under standards prescribed in the act.
The method of fixing these wages is through a fact-finding proc-
ess, where both employer and employee have an opportunity of
being heard. The results in this procedure have been to fix vary-
ing minimum wages based upon actual conditions. The mini-
mum fixed has varied as to occupation and as to industries, and
has been different in large communities as compared with smaller
ones,

It seems to me that this latter method is the only one which
has a chance of being held valid by the Federal courts. If we
disregard the actual variations in wages and the differences in
competitive conditions which everyone admits do exist, I am of
the opinion that due process has mnot been provided and the
courts will hold such an act to be invalid.

The Norton bill does not provide for any consideration of facts.
It prescribes an arbitrary wage which i8 to be uniform in every
part of the country. It is a criminal statute, and any person who
viclates it must depend upon the criminal courts for a hearing.

Under the subcommittee bill, an independent board would con-
sider economic conditions, the cost of living, the value of the
services rendered, the cost of transportation to the consuming
market, and the unit cost of production.

The board would then fix varying minimum wages, in accord-
ance with the facts shown in the hearing. Such a policy would
protect commerce from the chiseler who profiteers at the expense
of his employees. It would prevent one employer from getting
an advantage over another by virtue of low wages and long hours.

In the District of Columbia, where a minimum-wage law similar
to the one I am supporting is now in operation, the minimum
wages fixed have varied from $13.50 per week to approximately
818 per week, depending upon the occupation under consideration
and the industry in which such employees work.

In the State of New York, under a similar statute, the board to*
which is delegated the power to fix minimum wages has made
differences of a similar nature. These differences exist between
communities of differing sizes, and variations have been made for
the same occupation in the same industry because of the facts
developed by the board.

Last year the Senate passed a bill which follows the method used
in the District of Columbia and in the New York and Washington
State statutes. This is the type of legislation for the States which
the Supreme Court has now held wvalid.

The bill I am proposing does not provide arbitrary differentials.
It does not propose a lower wage scale in the South, as has been
charged. It does contain the possibility of differentials, but these
differentials would be based upon facts and upon competitive con-
ditions. The bill is quite similar to the one passed by the Senate
last year.

It is a recognized fact that differentials in wages do exist. It
is known that different hourly wage scales are pald in Greater New
York for the same type of work in different sections of the city.
It is also known that the wage scales In the larger cities are gen-
erally higher than those in the smaller communities, and there are
also differences in wage scales between different sections of the
country. I do not believe that we can ignore these facts. We
cannot say that they are unjustified without going through a
process of hearings by which their fairness or lack of falrness can
be determined.

With reference to the cost of living, we know that the average
cost of living in Detroit, for instance, is higher than it is in Mobile,
Ala. We know that a person earning less than $1,000 per year pays
twice as much monthly rental in New York and Detroit as does a
similar worker residing in a town of 5,000 population in any of our
States. We cannot ignore these facts,

If any of the existing differences in wage scales are falr, then
the Norton bill would not be fair because it disregards such varia-
tions. Instead of equalizing competition in commerce it would
ghift the burden from one group to another,

‘We cannot ignore the fact that the object of engaging in business
is to make sales. The chance of making a profit in business de-
pends upon the ability to compete with others engaged in the same
business. The consuming market is largely concentrated in the
northeastern part of the country, and factories located away from
the consuming center must pay the difference in the cost of freight.
That is another factor which the Norton bill overlooks.

In view of the fact that It costs an employee less to live in a
small community, such employees’ real wages under the Norton
bill would be more than the wages of the workers in New York and
Detroit and similar large communities. To create such a situation
does not protect commerce. It would result in forcing employers
to move their places of business to the larger centers.

It is my belief that the solution of the problem of the regulation
of wages and hours cannot be fairly met by prescribing an arbi-
trary wage for all industry to be applied equally in every section
of the country. I think it must be met by a consideration of the
existing variations and by determining the falrness or the want of
fs,;r‘;:\ess in such variations, after which an adjustment should be
made.

I would like to emphasize the fact that I do not favor less wages
for the workers of the South, and I would not be a party to any
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plan which would give the South an advantage at thé expense of
its workers. I favor the highest wage possible for every section, but
believe that since all wages must be pald from the sale of what
the worker produces they must depend upon the fair consideration
of the facts and upon the ability of the employer to maintain his
business in competition with others.

It is my hope that the Congress will recognize the practical differ-
ences existing in regard to the regulation of wages and hours and
will provide a process which will be fair to all concerned and which
has some hope of being held valid by the Federal courts.

In order to accomplish this purpose I feel that it is necessary to
delegate the authority to fix wages and hours to an agency of the
Government, under proper standards, which will engage in a fact-
finding process through which the proper wages can be determined.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I have not the time to
reply to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. RamMsPEck], 50 I
would like to have included in the REcorp at this point a
letter from Mr. Robert H, Jackson, one paragraph of which
I shall read:

I have not expressed, and do not hold, the opinion that it is
unconstitutional. No precedent or decision of the Supreme Court
requires such a conclusion.

I also have here the statement of Mr. Benjamin Cohen
before the subcommittee of the Committee on Labor con-
sidering the wage and hour bill which I would like to have
included in the REcorp in answer to the statement of the
gentleman from Georgia relating to this particular question.
In one sentence of this statement Mr. Cohen states:

I would hesitate to say that a statute providing for a wage
that Congress fixed as being necessary to provide a decent stand-
ard of living was unconstitutional.

. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks and include both of these documents in the RECORD
at this point.

The CHATRMAN (Mr. WALLGREN), The Chair will state
to the gentlewoman from New Jersey that she will have to
obtain that permission when we go back into the House.

Mrs. NORTON. Very well, Mr. Chairman.

The matter referred to follows:

OFFICE OF THE SOLICTTOR GENERAL,
Washington, D. C., May 20, 1938.
Mrs. Mary T. NORTON,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

My Dear Mrs. NortOoN: In answer to your request as to whether
my statement before the committees of the House and Senate,
when wage and hour legislatlon was first proposed, can be con-
strued to mean that I think the bill now pending before the House
as reported out by your committee unconstitutional, I beg to
advise you: ;

I have not expressed and do not hold the opinion that it is
unconstitutional. No precedent or decision of the Supreme Court
requires such a conclusion,

In discussing the constitutional basis for a Federal wage and
hour bill at the opening of the hearings, I did point out a cau-
tion that will be appreciated by every practical lawyer who under-
stands the strategy by which enemies of an act contest its con-
stitutionality. Of course, such opponents would attempt to select
& case In which the facts would present the maximum hardship
possible In the application of the legislation. An act may be un-
constitutional in respect to a situation of particular hardship,
while completely constitutional as to all other cases; and, there-
fore, a declaration of unconstitutionality on the first set of facts
brought before a court would not interfere with the general
applicability of the act. But for purposes of forming public
opinion against legislation on the basis of unconstitutionality,
such a first decision would be important to enemies of the legis-
lation. I, therefore, pointed out an advantage in flexible provi-
sions to be applied by an administrative board, as provided by
the bill then under consideration, in that cases of hardship could
be weeded out by the application of administrative discretion by
the board, and opponents of the legislation would have to test its
constitutionality only under cases in which the hoard had found
that the act should wisely be applied.

In connection with this caution, I pointed out that the applica-
tion of one standard wage throughout the country would be apt
to create a wider field of unanticipated situations of hardship
available for lawyers challenging the act than if the administra-
tive board had the discretionary power which I had discussed.

A caution against this practieal situation should not be con-
strued as an opinion that the bill as reported to the House by
your committee is unconstitutional.

The power in Congress over interstate commerce is the same,
whether it is exercised by a flexible rule administratively applied,
or by a rule fixed by Congress in the terms of the statute.
The Constitution does not prescribe either method, nor does it
prohibit either method for the exercise of congressional er,
and the choice of methods is for the Congress. et
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The limitation upon this power over interstate commerce im-
posed in the due process clause as construed by the Supreme
Court requires simply that the interstate-commerce power of
Congress shall not be used to obtain an arbitrary, capricious, or
unreasonable result. There Is no authority for saying that a fixed
standard for wages and hours in legislation asserting Congress'
power over interstate commerce is of itself arbitrary, eapricious, or’
unreasonable under the due-process clause.

I trust this letter will clarify any misunderstanding of the
testimony which I gave before your committee.

Sincerely yours,
ROBERT H. JACESON,
Solicitor General.
STATEMENT OF MR. BEN COHEN BEFORE SUBCOMMITTEE

Question. Do you think Congress can write a specific minim
into a bill and have it daclaregr constitutional? ” g -

Answer. The courts have never passed on the t of sta
which Congress provides that no one may be emplg;’:d for le:; t&alg
a certain wage when the goods in the production of which he is
engaged are shipped in interstate commerce. Assuming that Con-
gress has the right to delegate the power to fix minimum wages at
all, then arises the question of due process. The courts have gone
50 far as to say that due process is just a reguirement of reason-
ableness and an absence of arbitrariness. I would hesitate to say
that a statute providing for a wage that Co fixed as being
necessary to provide a decent standard of living was unconstitu-
tional. On the other hand the differences already existing in dif-
ferent parts of the country do create problems that would afford
an opportunity for a case to be made out and reviewed which
would be held unconstitutional. I feel that the problem is more
legislative than judicial, however.

imum cannot be set without taking into consideration the
value of services rendered. If you set a minimum of #1 an hour
it would be difficult to prove that in all cases the services were
worth this. If, however, you set a very low minimum it would not
be so difficult although, because of existing differences in this coun-
try, it might be held unconstitutional. I think you are more likely
to be safe from attack with the establishment of a flexible stand-
ard. I cannot say, however, that if an inflexible minimum were
provided which did not go beyond what one might regard as
reasonable compensation for services rendered it would be uncon-
stitutional. I think Congress, after studying the situation
thoroughly, could itself recommend certain rates and it would be
held constitutional if had been in a position to be so
certain of all facts that no one could go into court and say he
hl%d t?Ot taken certain factors into comsideration in a certain
situation.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
rt;om New York [Mr. CRowrHER] such time as he may desire

use.

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr, Chairman, I desire to quote from
an address I delivered in the House on May 18, 1928, during
a discussion of the tariff, as follows:

IMPORTANCE OF GOOD WAGES

The question of a high wage, with opportunity for its increase
with the development of industry and tge skill cffy the workmen, is
a vital necessity to continued progress of the people of this Nation,
The workers and their families, who are the producers, are also
the consumers, and their purchasing power must be gradually
Increased, for no longer are we satisfied that our American work-
men shall be able to just barely exist, but must be able to pur-
chase not only necessities but some of the comforts and luxuries
and still have a margin that will permit them to keep an account
in a savings bank or a building and loan association.

In line with my views at that time, I shall support this
wage and hour bill. However, I desire to call attention to
the fact that the policy we are about to adopt is at com-
plete variance with the plan of this administration to grad-
ually destroy the protective-tariff policy. If this legislation
is efTective, it means increased production costs and in view
of that fact, to open the gates at our customs houses and
invite the world to dump its cheaply produced merchandise
on our market at reduced tariff rates, is the essence of
inconsistency.

This piece-meal reduction of our protective-tariff system
by consecutive trade agreements is eventually going to be
thoroughly analyzed by the workers in this country and
when they are confronted with the facts they will realize
that we shall soon be on so low a tariff basis that every
counfry in the world will floed us with its products, which
are in many instances produced by sweatshop methods
and child labor, two conditions which we are endeavoring
tc eliminate in our own country. Who among you hon-
estly believes that such a program contains the element of
common sense?
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Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. HEALEY].

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Chairman, the bill that today is before
the House for a second time as a result of the extraordinary
method of a petition to bring it to the floor for consideration,
embodies a great struggle in this country for this social legis-
lation.

The fact that the health, morals, and efficiency of many
of the poor, the weak, the unorganized, and the under-
privileged of our country have been exploited by unscrupulous
employers was recognized as far back as 40 or 50 years ago,
and the struggle to improve their conditions has gone on
unremittingly since that time. It has always been a difficult
fight to obtain passage of legislation of this character because
the people most directly affected are inarticulate, they are
unorganized, they cannot afford to maintain a lobby to press
their fight. But neither have they had lobbyists back in their
State capitols. Yet 24 State legislatures as well as 2 of
our Territories have passed legislation based on fthe same
philosophy which has given protection to women and minors
in industry. Today we have at last come to the realization
that we ought to do something to protect those Btates, to
safeguard the laws which they have passed for the protection
of their workers in order that the standards which they have
established may not be undermined by States which have
consistently refused to recognize progressive and humane
standards., It has always been argued, and it will be argued
here, that such legislation is an attempt by the Federal Gov-
ernment to regiment and regulate all labor and all industry.
My State, as far back as 1912—and it led the whole parade—
passed an act regulating the hours of labor for women and
children, and we have not yet attempted to regulate or regi-
ment either labor or industry. After we passed that humane
law along came all of those other States that recognized the
need to conserve the health of the women and children of
this country by humane laws that would protect them from
the merciless employer who would sweat them for long hours
and for pitiably small wages. As far as I know, not a single
one of those States has ever attempted to use such legislation
as a means to regulate or regiment industry or labor.

This ought to be the answer to those who will contend
that this is an attempt by the Federal Government to regu-
late and regiment labor and industry. Oh, no, that is not
the purpose of this bill. The States have contended right
along that through the police power they ought to have the
right to conserve the health, efficiency, and morals of their
people. Only last year the Supreme Court decreed that
they do have that power, when the Court upheld the
Washington minimum-wage law in the Parrish case, the
first case in which a minimum-wage act has been validated
by the Supreme Court.

So, Mr. Chairman, now that the Supreme Courf has de-
termined that the Constitution does not forbid such legisla-
tive enactment by the several States, why should not this
Congress, with its power to regulate interstate commerce,
as a supplement to the 24 State laws, protect those States
by the passage of this bill, thereby not only safeguarding
the laws which they have passed for the protection of
women and children in industry but also protecting men
engaged in interstate commerce against sweatshop ex-
ploitation? Certainly we must recognize the fact that if
we are to protect women and children in industry, we should
also, under the police powers of the State, together with the
interstate commeree clause of the Constitution, protect men
employed in industry.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEALEY. I cannot. I have only a few moments.
I would like to yield to the gentleman. I have just listened
to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Ramspeck] for whom
I have the greatest respect, and who has a profound knowl-
edge of this subject, state that he believes it is necessary to
have a board make factual findings before wage and hour
determinations can be fixed. If the Congress has power to
delegate to a board the authority to make such determina-
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tions, then it seems to me that where we are already in
possession of the facts we ought to have the power to write
into legislation fixed and inflexible standards where the
conditions warrant them. I am going to read a few ex-
cerpts from the dicta in the majority opinion of Chief
Justice Hughes in the Parrish case:

The legislature of the State was clearly entitled to consider
the situation of women in employment, the fact that they are
in the class receiving the least pay, that their bargaining power
is relatively weak, and that they are the ready victims of those
who would take advantage of their necessitous circumstances,
The legislature was entitled to adopt measures to reduce the
evils of the sweating system, the exploiting of workers at wages
80 low as to be insufficient to meet the bare cost of living, thus
making their very helplessness the occasion of a most injurious
competition. The legislature had the right to consider that its
minimum-wage requirements would be an important aid In
carrying out its policy of protection.

There is an additional and compelling consideration which
recent economic experience has brought into a strong light.
The exploitation of a class of workers who are in an unequal
position with respect to bargaining power and are thus relatively
defenseless against the denial of a living wage is not only detri-
mental to their health and well belng but casts a direct burden
for their support upon the community. What these workers
lose in wages the taxpayers are called upon to pay. The bare
cost of living must be met. We may take judicial notice of the
unparalleled demands for relief which arose during the recent
period of depression and still contlnue to an alarming extent
despite the degree of economic recovery which has been achieved.
It is unnecessary to cite official statistics to establish what is of
common knowledge throughout the length and breadth of the
land. While in the instant case no factual brief has been
presented, there is no reason to doubt that the State of Wash-
ington has encountered the same social problem that is present
elsewhere, The community is not bound to provide what is in
effect a subsidy for unconscionable employers. The community
may direct its lawmaking power to correct the abuse which
springs from their selfish disregard of the public interest. The
argument that the legislation in question constitutes an arbi-
trary discrimination because it does not extend to men, is un-
availing. This Court has frequently held that the legislative
authority, acting within its proper field, s not bound to extend
its regulation to all cases which it might possibly reach. The
legislature “is free to recognize degrees of harm and it may
confine its restrictions to those classes of cases where the need
18 deemed to be clearest.” If “the law presumably hits the evil
where it is most felt, it is not to be overthrown because there
are other instances to which it might have been applied. There
is no “doctrinaire requirement” that the legislation should be
couched in all-embracing terms (300 U. 8., pp. 398, 399, 400).

I believe I have read enough to show that in this particu-
lar case the Court itself took judicial notice of economic
conditions without requiring formal proof of facts that are
within common knowledge. Congress certainly has power
to fix a minimum wage in accordance with a “cost of living”
standard rather than delegate the task to an executive board
or agency—if it has facts showing what wage the cost of
living warrants.

Where a single minimum wage is prescribed by the Congress
for all localities in the United States, as is the case in the p
bill, under the doctrine of the Parrish case, it should Yy be
necessary to show that the wage established in the statute is not
in excess of that which is required by costs of living for the region
of the United States where living is the cheapest. In other words,
if the cost of living for industrial workers engaged In interstate
commerce is cheaper in Alabama than in any other State in the
Union, and the cost of living in that State requires a wage rate
of 40 cents an hour to provide the necessities of life, such a wage
rate for the entire United States would appear to be reasomable
and valid. No employee could show that he was aggrieved.

In my judgment statistical studies which have been made within
the last 2 years demonstrate that the minimum wages provided in
the present bill are not in excess of the requirements of cost of
living. In an elaborate official study entitled “Intercity Differ-
ences in Cost of Living in March 1935, 59 Cities,” made by Works
Progress Administration in cooperation with the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 1t i1s stated that *“the cost of a specified standard of
living does not differ widely among most cities; differences in liv-
ing costs are to be explained to a considerable extent by the dif-
ferences in the standard of living.” This is illustrated by the
following excerpt from this study:

“The cost of living in the maintenance level ranged from &
high of $1,415 in Washington, D. C., to a low of $1,130 in Mobile,
Ala., at March 1935 prices. The average In the 59 cities combined
was $1,261., The cost of the emergency level was also highest in
Washington, $1,014; but was lowest in Wichita, Eans., $810. The
average was $903. At both levels the necessary outlay in the
most expensive city averaged about 25 percent above that in the
least expensive; in more than one-half the cities living costs were
within a range of $100 per year.”
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The significance of this excerpt cannot be fully appreciated un-
less the terms “maintenance level” and “emergency level” are
understood. The maintenance level is explained in the study to
provide only for the cost of living neecessary for material needs
.and some psychological needs. Emergency level provides almost
exclusively for physical needs, and the study adds, "but it might
be questioned on the ground of health hazards if families had
to live at this level for a considerable period of time. * * *
Neither of these budgets approaches the concept of what may be
considered a satisfactory American standard of living, nor do
their costs measure what families in this country would have to
spend to secure ‘the abundant life.'” In this study the cost of
living figures were based on the living requirements of industrial
workers for a family of four (husband, wife, and two children).
Maintenance and emergency level budget costs, after sampling in
the 59 cities studied, were found to be composed as follows:

Maintenance level | Emergency level

Amount | Percent | Amount | Percent
¢ AP R SRS SRR T Bre s, $448 35 $340 37
Clothing, clothing upkeep, personal care._ 184 15 128 "
i 222 18 168 19
154 12 122 14
i 253 20 145 16
Total... 1,261 100 903 100

It should be noted that the lowest cost of living in any of the
69 cities on an emergency-level basis was found not in the South
but at Wichita, Kans—§810 a year for a family of four. Now the
greatest annual wage which an employee could receive under the
present bill after the 40 cents became operative is $832. This
would require him to work 52 weeks per year, 40 hours per week.
However, the act prescribes a minimum wage of only 25 cents
an hour for the first year which would produce an annual income
of only $520 for an employee working full time at 40 hours per
week.

On the basis of this survey, how can it be said that $520 or
even $832 is more than enough to provide the costs of living
necessary to health and decency or even anywhere near enough?

Then if the wage fixed in this bill is so low that it does
not even meet the necessary amount for the lowest wage
area, how can any court say that it is arbitrary, how can
any court say that it is unreasonable or capricious?

Mr. RANDOLPH. And more than that, the Congress in
setting that wage has added a double safeguard by ap-
proaching it over a 3-year period.

Mr. HEALEY. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts has again expired.

Mr. WELCH. Mr., Chairman, I yield the gentleman 2
minutes more.

Mr. SEGER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEALEY. Yes.

Mr. SEGER. The gentleman knows that I come from a
district that is largely textile and labor, where all labor is
ir favor of this bill as well as many of the industries. I am
going to vote for the bill. I received a telegram which I
would like the gentleman to clear up for me.

The telegram reads:

Subdivisions (b) and (e) of section 6 are unfair and dis-
eriminatory. The business of all the dealers in newspapers would
be unfairly and seriously affected if these subdivisions were in-
cluded as part of the bill.

What shall I reply to the writer of this inquiry?

Mr. HEALEY. Retail establishments are absolutely out
of the provisions of the bill, they are exempted. The bill
specifically exempts persons engaged in retail capacity.

Mr. SEGER. What about the newspapers?

Mr. HEALEY. They would be exempt if they were intra-
state and if their activities were not so involved in inter-
state commerce as to have any great effect.

Mr. SEGER. Would that be true despite the fact they
import newsprint from Canada? )

Mr. HEALEY. I do not think it would have any effect on
that at all.

Mr, COX. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEALEY. I yield gladly to my friend from Georgia.

Mr. COX. If the purpose of the bill is to relieve the
distressed condition of substandard workers, and if the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

May 23

lowest-paid workers today in this country are found in the
fields of the farm and retail establishments, then why did
the committee exempt these classes from the provisions
of the bill?

Mr. HEALEY. I am sure the gentleman knows the an-
swer: Because that would exceed the powers of Congress.
We are limited by the Constitution to business in interstate
commerce. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr, WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he may
desire to the gentleman from Maine [Mr. SmrTH],

Mr. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Chairman, your labor com-
mittee, under the splendid leadership of our faithful chair-
woman [Mrs, NorTon] worked diligently to present a wage
and hour program for your consideration.

If we are sincerely in favor of improving working con-
ditions throughout the Nation, especially to help those who
are underpaid and unorganized, it is a timely duty of the
Members of this Congress—North, South, East, and West—
to meet the situation businesslike, man-fashioned, and un-
selfishly, with friends and foes, Republicans and Demo-
crats, willing to forgive and forget, to give and take.

My interests are in the far East, where workingmen
expect, deserve, and do enjoy more wages and shorter work
days than are specified in this bill.

It was in the hope of establishing a prineciple on which
to found well, build well to that goal of fair wages and
good profits for every man, irrespective of race or section,
that prompted me to subscribe to a 25-cent hour and a
44-hour week.

According to records there are more than 3,000,000 fathers
and mothers who are working for five or less dollars per
week. Parents thus handicapped certainly cannot be of
any good to themselves, their families, or to society, wherever
they may reside. Neither do these laborers create a buying
power, so necessary for a return to better days, so essential
to stop pump priming, debt increasing, and tax extensions.

The 40-cent-per-hour maximum, an annual average wage
of about $650, suggested, will not support a family of four
comfortably, normally, humanely, whether residing in the
sunny South or the frozen North.

From time immemorial welfare departments in every vil-
lage, hamlet, and town have so declared. Social security
boards throughout the Nation have likewise determined.
Last, but not least, the Labor Department, by exhaustive
and untiring investigations, place the amount for decent
living very much higher.

Yet there are those with mystic deductions, with mythiecal
delusions, who say this bill would be unconstitutional because
it does not expend millions and millions of dollars for creat-
ing a fact-finding commission to prove that fathers and
mothers do not need six or seven hundred dollars to exist on.

Let me say that, in my judgment, no court in this day
and generation would rule on such a fantastic basis, because
human beings are entitled to more than a mere subsistence,
the best of medical care, the chance to educate the children,
and the opportunity to save for old age. Thank God, it is
a part of this life’s program.

Hours of work suggested in this bill will mitigate torture
and suffering for millions who are working too many hours.
But the 44-hour week specified will not materially solve
our unemployment situation which is now wrecking govern-
mental fundamentals.

Furthermore, we must not overlook the fact that this
problem will continue to embarrass our Nation, even when
prosperity reaches over the threshold of every home. Mod-
ern methods, labor-saving devices, that shatter all kinds of
employment, can only be combatted by shortening the work-
ing day, far beyond the hours now being considered.

The opposition argues, wearingly on, that such a change
will increase production costs, they not realizing that relief
expense creates, by far, a more serious burden, not only
in dollars and cents, but in challenging the pride, the hope,
the ambitions, the initiative of our working people, the great-
est sacrifice of them all now being made by man and men.
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Farmers who have not thought clearly on this subject feel
that wage and hour legislation will salvage their last cent,
their only hope. While agriculturalists are exempt from all
provisions of this bill, such legislation may increase produc-
tion costs of the farmers’ produce, and apparently lessen
‘his profit.. But let us take account of stock.

At the present time there is a very limited market for his
goods, and at low prices, simply because his customers are out
of employment or working at starvation wages.

Reinstate these unfortunate men and women by giving
them a fair salary, thereby creating a demand for the
farmers’ produce, the merchants’ goods. This will give
business a chance to develop and expand. Then the butcher,
the baker, and candlestick maker will bless the day when
all can pay better wages.

Differentials, suggested from time to time, have been the
bone of contention, the fly in the ointment, that have pre-
vented a fairer workday. :

‘We are told that the laborers of one section of the country
are slow, lazy, and indolent, hence industries, employing
such people, cannot operate on an efficient basis.

Many of the facts presented at our. labor hearings proved
this to be an idle dream, for manufacturers, owning factories
in all sections of this country, testified that efficiency was
as good in one as in the other; but that under the prevailing
working differentials they were able to manufacture at lower
cost in sections where subnormal working conditions prevail,
thus proving that inefficiency is not the controlling factor.
But instead, that human beings are being sacrificed by the
way of lower wages and longer hours to induce industries
to move from one section to another.

Now then, if we cannot have a bill, free from gain and
greed, free from favors and favoritism, many of us will be
obliged to vote against it, trusting that in the near future
the laboring people, in the lower-paid communities, will as-
sert themselves by demanding a wage that will provide for
them the same advantages enjoyed by their fellowmen in
other parts of the country.

I am hoping that the virtues of this proposed legislation
will not be destroyed by amendments, sometimes presented in
disguise, and that the bill will be accepted in no uncertain
terms. [Applause.]

Mrs. NORTON, Mr, Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. FITZGERALD].

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, I am for this bill be-
cause I remember well the appeals that were made to me
by the class of people from the State of Connecticut who will
be benefited by this bill.

I am for this bill because I have suffered under the same
competition this bill will eliminate. Possibly no other man
in the House today has had my experience in learning a
trade 35 years ago, working at it, joining in all the labor
organizations that built my standards and protected my
family, only to have the day come that in order for the com-
pany for which I worked to compete with chiseling cut-
throat companies the demand was made on me to wear over=
alls 6 days a week, work long hours, and at wages reduced
to such a stage that I could not take care of my family.
This I and others in working for that company refused to do.
The company was forced to move from the eastern part of
the country to another section where men were willing to
work long hours for low wages and to wear overalls 6 days
a week,

What did I want? Just enough after working long hours
to feed my family, to shelter them, to educate them, and to
put a little away for old age that would take care of me
when old age overtook me. Was I wrong? I say to you
Members of this House foday that the quicker we get back
to that philosophy the better it is going to be for this
country.

I am for this bill because I have seen the same situation
time after time when I was deputy commissioner of labor
in the State of Connecticut where people were willing to
sacrifice, strike, resist these low standards being forced upcn
them; and what happened? Reductions of wages were put
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into ‘effect. ~ Strikes took place; and then overnight these
plants moved to other sections of the country and left ghost
villages. Do you know what it means where there is but
one industry in a small town and it folds up and goes ouf
of business? Do you know the heartaches it causes?

I am for taking out of business the industrialist who lives
on the blood of women and children—and we have them in
my State. You talk about low wages in the South; we have
them in our section of the country, wages as low as $2, $3,
and $4 a week. We have the type of industrialist that goes
into the section bought by the chamber of commerce, en-
ticed from one city to another, taking women in for a 6
weeks’ training period at no salary at all to learn a job that
would be learned in 2 hours. That is the fellow in my State
that I want this bill to reach and have him give way to the
manufacturer who does want to pay a good wage and furnish
good conditions.

Mr. Chairman, this is my first term and I have been try-
ing to find a way out for the 300,000 of our boys who are in
the forests of this country today.

[Here the gavel fell.l

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 2
additional minutes.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Chairman, we have failed miser-
ably. Only a few weeks ago we appropriated an additional
$50,000,000 to keep these forests and camps open. There is
industry in America today doing Government work and,
even with the penalty of time and a half, they are working
men 60 and 74 hours a week because, they claim, they have
not trained men. Let us consider these 300,000 boys.

Mr, Chairman, in a few years we will not even have 40
hours a week. We have modern machinery that has in-
creased production a hundredfold. Our hours of labor are
going down until the boys and girls of our country can be
given the opportunity to work in industry. During the last
15 years, with the immigration laws as strict as they have
been and with 9 years of depression, there have been im-
ported into this country one and a quarter million me-
chanies, and this in face of the fact that we have 300,000
boys, the flower of our youth, in the forests. I am appealing
to you to give these boys who are in the forests a chance to
learn a trade. Let us pass legislation which provides that
these industries doing Government work may employ peo-
ple only 40 hours a week except in time of war or in time of
emergency or disaster. We will have to come to that even-
tually unless we intend to keep these boys in the forests
forever. I, as a father, do not want to see the boys and girls
of America at 17 years of age told they are going to live off
the Government when actual opportunities for them to work
should be provided. [Applause.]

In my opinion, the American people in 1936 voted in favor
of governmental action to improve working conditions for
the workers of this country, to reduce long hours, to increase
wages which spelled starvation, to end the labor of children,
and to wipe out sweatshops. They expressed their desire to
have the best possible wage-hour bill that could be devised
enacted into law at the earliest possible date. This was not
merely an emotional urge to make a few unscrupulous em-
ployers grant standard labor conditions; rather it was an
indication of a determination to turn the increasing use of
labor-saving devices into increased wealth and security, of
a determination to convert our abused and exploited workers
into actual buyers of billions of dollars of industrial and
farm products.

In accordance with this desire, bills calling for wage-hour
legislation were introduced very early in the Seventy-fifth
Congress, and although this legislation received the favor-
able consideration of the Senate last year, it seemed to have
been doomed when the House recommitted its bill during the
special session. Strong public sentiment and the will of our
President were instrumental in its being resurrected from
committee this spring, only to have it blocked again, this
time by the Rules Committee.

Two weeks ago there occurred in the House of Representa-
tives one of the finest demonstrations that it has been my
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pleasure to observe. As you recall, the Rules Committee by
an 8-to-6 vote had decided against allowing the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to be submitted to the House for
debate. In order to discharge the Rules Committee from
further consideration of this bill, it was necessary that 218
Members of the House of Representatives signify their desire
to have this bill debated by signing the discharge petition.

In little more than 2 hours, after the petition had been
laid on the table, the required number of signatures had been
obtained, thereby assuring the House of Representatives an
opportunity of voting upon this proposed measure.

In general, the passage of this Fair Labor Standards Act
will result in the raising of wages and a shortening of the
working hours for the underprivileged of our country. It
proposes to establish a floor for wages and a ceiling for
hours, and to abolish child labor. This bill, however, does
not intend to fix an immediate minimum wage or an im-
mediate maximum number of hours; instead it will operate
on a scale until it reaches its objective of 40 hours at 40
cents per hour. The bill provides for a minimum wage of
25 cents, which minimum will automatically increase 5 cents
yvearly until its peak of 40 cents has been reached. In the
matter of the hours, the bill contains a provision for a
maximum hour workweek of 44 hours, which will auto-
matically reduce 2 hours per week each year until there is a
40-hour week.

By the operation of this hill the 40 cents per hour wage
will be reached at the end of 3 years, and the 40-hour work-
week will be reached at the end of 2 years.

The theory behind this automatic increase in wages and
decrease in hours is sound. In the last few months there
has taken place a sharp decline in business activity; with
that decline have come the inevitable wage cuts. It is the
belief of the majority that a gradual approach to the desired
standards for wages and hours will not cause the economic
dislocations that might otherwise resulf.

This bill also retains the provisions in relation to child
labor. It has been clearly understocod for a good many
years that young men and young women in industry need
strictly enforced legislation of a protective nature—legisla-
tion that will eliminate much of the abuse and exploitation.
This bill will accomplish the desired ends, since it defines
oppressive child labor as being the employment of a child
‘under the age of 16 in any occupation, or the employment of
any person between the ages of 16 to 18 in any occupation
which the Chief of the Children’s Bureau in the Department
of Labor shall declare to be particularly hazardous or detri-
mental to his health or well-being. Children above 14 may
be employed in occupations other than mining or manu-
facturing when it does not interfere with their schooling;
for example, working during vacation.

I am an exponent of wage and hour legislation. It is
something in which I have the utmost faith and confidence.
I believe that legislation of this sort will do more toward
promoting permanent recovery than any other single piece of
legislation that could be proposed. Labor organizations and
the unskilled workers of this country strongly favor it and
urge that it be adopted at the earliest possible time. Nor is
it labor alone that is in favor of it because I have received
telegrams and letters from enough industrialists to warrant
my conclusion that they, too, as a class, are in favor of the
wage-hour legislation.

It is my opinion that those who are opposed to wage-hour
legislation are the very ones who are opposed to humani-
tarian legislation of any kind; they are the ones who do not
believe that the workingman is deserving of a living wage,
nor that his family should have a sufficient income to assure
it of the bare necessities of life.

I would have you observe that this proposed legislation will
not improve the wages and hours of the majority of workers,
nor does it attempt to. For I am greatly pleased to say that
the majority of workers do not need this legislation because
they are receiving a living wage and are not forced to work
unreasonable hours. This happy condition has been brought
about by collective bargaining or by the voluntary act of an

'CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

May 23

employer. I feel that the outstanding feature of this bill is
that it will benefit the minority of our workers, who for years
have been abused and exploited by unscrupulous employers
and who have been forced to accept a wage that will not
allow comfortable living, and who have been compelled to
work 60 to 70 hours a week under intolerable working condi-
tions. These are the people that will be protected and it is
they who will reap the benefits of a bill that has a floor for
wages and a ceiling for hours.

It has been said that a minimum wage and maximum
hours will force the little concern out of business and that
small concerns will not be able to pay 40 cents an hour for s,
40-hour week. I contend that this was not the case during
the N. R. A. and it will not be true under a minimum-wage
bill. Nor will it affect the larger industries, because with
very few exceptions workingmen in those industries are al-
ready receiving a wage in excess of the minimum proposed by
this bill. I do not believe that the minimum wage will
become the maximum wage, because during the period of
the N. R. A. prosperity was returning rapidly. Should there,
however, be a tendency upon the part of employers to look
upon the minimum wage as a maximum, let me point out thaj
the workers can always have recourse to their rights to bar-
gain with their employer.

The wage and hour bill is an honest and sincere effort to
meet and not to avoid the just demands of the workingman
that his fundamental rights be observed. In guaranteeing to
the workingman a minimum wage a few employers may
suffer some inconvenience. I feel, however, that the auto-
matic increase in the minimum wage from 25 to 40 cents
over a 3-year period will give an employer ample time in
which to adjust himself to the minimum wage and its yearly
increase. :

The employer who in all probability will feel this minimum
wage most keenly and from whom we may expect much oppo-
sition is that employer who is not accustomed to and is not
inclined toward paying a minimum wage, since it will necessi-
tate his competing with shops where standards conditions are
maintained, which competition, and because of his low cost of
production, he has not had to meet in the past.

The administration of the bill is in the hands of the Secre-
tary of Labor, who, having certain rules as guides, has the
power of determining what industries affect the commerce
between the States. The Secretary will have the power to
utilize the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the Department of
Labor for all investigations and inspections necessary under
the act.

Let me again express the opinion that this legislation is
most worthy of the favorable action of this House. I am
confident that it will accomplish its purpose, and it is my
sincere recommendation that it be enacted into law at this
session of Congress.

Mr, WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Sirovice] 15 minutes.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Smovice] 15 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr, Strovica] for 30 minutes.

Mr, SIROVICH. Mr. Chairman, when a symphonic or-
chestra with diversified mechanical instruments plays in
bharmony, in unison, and in one accord, we have unity of
musical expression which is called rhythm and melody.
Here we behold how a cooperative tendency results in trans-
forming diversity to unity. Evolution always means the
change from diversity to unity. This constant change from
diversity to unity is not only true of mechanical nature but
is true of biological nature, as well as of all manifestations
of the historical process.

In religion, for instance. we see polytheism, the worship of
the many gods, dying out slowly and being replaced by
monotheism; that is to say, going from diversity to unity.

Political life of man begins with tribalism. In the course
of political development tribes unite and form a nation. The
way from tribalism to nationhoocd—many tribes and one na-
tion—is again the way from diversity to unity.
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In science we observe a similar evolution. First, man tries
to gain knowledge of simple phenomena. When he accumu-
lated a greater knowledge of a multitude of phenomena, he
tried to discover the one principle governing them all. In
seventeenth century physics Newton discovered that prin-
ciple, gravitation. In twentieth century physics, Einstein
discovered that principle, relativity. The greatest triumph of
science is the discovering of one principle as the explaration
for a multitude of phenomena. The fundamental and un-
derlying principle of science consists, therefore, in going
from diversity to unity.

The literary process shows a similar tendency. First,
there are local expressions and then there is national ex-
pression, Before a nation produces its Shakespeare or its
Goethe, its Hugo or its Tolstoi, it experiences literary localism
and regionalism. When a national expression embodies in
the figure of one creative genius it replaces all local expres-
sions; the literature of a nation has therefore reached its
peak of development.

It stands to reason that economic development is not an ex-
ception to the ironeclad law from diversity to unity. The many
economic standards and the many economic laws governing
our Nation must be replaced by one standard and one law of
minimum wages and maximum hours. A fully developed
Nation of 48 States can no more have 48 different and con-
trary economic laws than it can have 48 different languages,
different civilizations, or different cultures, But as it is to-
day, we have in America two different economics, governed
by two different laws, and representing two different stand-
ards. In one section of our country the economic toiler is
paid a living wage, though not a saving wage. In another
section the worker receives starvation wages and is often so
underpaid and so badly exploited that he can hardly meet
both ends and can scarcely have a real feeling of human
dignity. He is not only the underdog but he is also the
underworm. The underworm, struggle as hard as he does,
cannot be creative and cannot contribute to the physical,
spiritual, and moral strength of the Nation. What the wage
and hour bill really represents is an attempt to create cne
uniform minimum-wage standard for the entire fabric of our
American economic life, replacing a diversity of wage-slave
standards that is a reflection upon human dignity and the
respect that America owes to its producing and toiling work-
ers that have made our Republic great and glorious. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. Chairman, everything that is produced in our country
through agriculture and industry is the result of the labor of
the beast of burden, the machine, and the human being.
‘Whether we are reactionaries, conservatives, liberals, progres-
sives, or radicals, whether we are in the habit of looking for-
ward or backward, we must all admit that there is a tre-
mendous difference between the labor of the beast of burden,
between the labor of the machine, and the labor of human
beings.

Let us analyze the wages of these three groups that I have
just enumerated. What are the wages of the beast of burden
today in our country? All that he receives from his master,
whom he serves loyally and faithfully, is the oats, bran, hay,
corn, and other food products necessary to keep him alive,
besides the roof that shelters him from the ravages of the
weather. In other words, all that the beast of burden re-
ceives as compensation is enough to live and to exist.

What is the wage that the modern machine receives for its
compensation for producing day in and day out? The ma-
chine receives as its wage for the services and labor that it
renders, metamorphically speaking, the right to be well oiled,
well cleaned, well housed, and better taken care of than the
beast of burden in order that the ravages of weather may not
disintegrate the highly mechanized machinery.

Now, what are the wages of human beings throughout the
length and breadth of our country in agriculture and in-
dustry? First, there is starvation wages which cannot keep
body and soul together and is less than the beast of burden
receives. Second, living wages which just barely keep body
and soul together and does not equal the cost of the shelter
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that the modern machine receives. Third, is the principle
involving saving wages, whereby the modern workingman
would be able to receive wages that would enable him to save
in times of affluence and prosperity for days of adversity and
misfortune, which is the fundamental principle motivating
our great President, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, and the New
Deal, in order to give purchasing and consuming power to
the millions of underprivileged and undernourished Ameri-
cans who are crying and clamoring for a better day in this
great and beloved Republic of ours. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, the human personality revolts against the
identification of machine, cattle, and man. Human labor
must not be treated as is the labor of the beast of burden,
or of the machine, for they are of different qualities and
orders. The machine or the animal is not held responsible
for its work for being deprived either of intelligence or con-
sciousness, or of both; it cannot be called to accountability.
But man, being endowed with intelligence and moral con-
sciousness, owes responsibility for his labor and its quality
to his employer. Consequently, to treat human labor as other
labor is treated is not only inhuman but even economically
unsound, resulting in strikes, boycotts, and general labor
upheavals.

This consideration that man cannot be used as a means,
like the machine or the animal, is the main motive animat-
ing the labor legislation of wages and hours of the present
administration. In conformity with our religious traditions
that man has been created in the image of God—that is to
say, that he is a spiritual being—the present wage and
hour bill seeks to humanize our economic order and raise
the standard of life of the American people by—

First. Standardizing a minimum wage by freezing a mini-
mum below which no human being can be exploited, and
thus cyrbing the acquisitive powers of the captains of indus-
try and commerce.

Second. Raising the general economic life of the Nation by
a gradual, more equitable redistribution of wealth by increas-
ing through minimum wages a greater purchasing and con-
suming power of the exploited worker.

Third. Securing greater leisure for the working people
through the maximum of 40 hours of work per week, so that
working people will have more time to attend to the educa-
tion of their children, to the improvement of their own knowl-
edge, and to their participation in the spiritual pleasures of
life. In times gone by painters and poets, composers and
writers created for the select few only. The rich and the
mighty alone were the patrons and beneficiaries of the arts
and letters, for the masses of people having been used as
tools and labor devices were precluded from enjoying the
higher pleasures of life that accompanied the beautiful, the
good, and the true. It is the ardent desire of our great Presi-
dent, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, that the American people
as a whole, and not the select few alone, be the patrons and
beneficiaries of the arts and the letters and of everything
that is noble and beautiful in life. Such an order of things
requires greater leisure time, economic security, and social
tranquillity. The vision of our humane President, Franklin
Delano Roosevelt, is not so much a satisfied party as a con-
tented and happy American people. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, to achieve the objects of the wage and
hour bill we must first bring about a standardization of our
economic life. This is most important, since it will complete
in America the entire economic process from diversity to
unity. We have to bear in mind that only five generations
ago our Nation consisted of a variety of political and eco-
nomic units, representing a maximum of diversity and a mini~-
mum of unity. Within this short span of time we have he-
come a united Nation. We have produced a civilization of
our own, which is the envy of representatives of other eiviliza-
tions. We have developed a culture of our own which prom-
ises to become the culture of tomorrow, largely because it is
a fusion and a synthesis of the best and noblest that can be
found in all great European cultures of all times. We have
marched through the road from diversity to oneness at a much
faster pace than any other nation in the Old World. The
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tendency toward unity in America must be considered noth-
ing short of miraculous because, in the course of that process,
millions of people not belonging originally to Anglo-Saxon
nations have been made an organic part of American civili-
zation which is basically Anglo-Saxon. The only missing
link in this unity is the economic factor. In the economic
field we are still divided. We still represent a house divided
against itself. This division will be eliminated and a com-
plete unit establiched by the adoption of the wage and hour
bill. When there will be one minimum wage for every Ameri-
can worker, no matter whether the scene of activity is in the
North or in the South, the East or the West, the process of
American civilization will be complete. I dare say that Pres-
ident Roosevelt, who is vitally interested in seeing this bill
passed, is only completing the work of our great unifier, the
immortal Abraham Lincoln. Just as Abraham Lincoln has
united the Nation politically so Franklin Delano Roosevelt is
trying his utmost to unite it economically. [Applause.] In
these trying days unity is more desirable than at any other
time. For in unity there is not only strength but hope. A
united Nation will be in a better position to weather the
storm and to resist diversified forces than a nation divided
against itself,

Mr. Chairman, if we fail to pass this bill, we will only be
instrumental in continuing the exploitation of millions ot
workers, condemning them to a life of misery and squalor,
and we will create the conditions for the rise and develop-
ment of destructive forces. When the worker has a minimum
of security he is likely to listen to all kinds of agitators trying
to eapiure him for their dubious causes. The satisfied worker
is sober-minded, patriotic, and conservative, but the dissatis-
fied toiler, whose starvation wage is scarcely sufficient to pro-
vide him and his family with the most elemental necessities,
is just the ideal objective of the agitator and the false prophet.

Mr. Chairman, we often hear reactionaries singing the
praise of a feudal order, because in that order the working-
man, while deprived of freedom and many liberties, enjoyed
a modicum of economic security. Today the American work-
ingman enjoys all the liberty and freedom he desires, but he
has no economic security, because he is badly underpaid, and
has neither the benefits of feudalism nor the advantages of
industrialism.

Mr. Chairman, we are all familiar with the contentions
advanced against a wage and hour law, but all these argu-
ments become invalidated by the one simple consideration,
that a unified wage and hour law will once and for all do
away with unfair competition in our economic life. The
American people simply do not care for cheap, exploited labor,
and are ready and willing to pay the price for well-paid
services.

The shameful commercialization of labor in many parts of
our country means that the well-paid workingman is always
endangered by cheap labor. The manufacturer who pays his
worker a living wage is always threatened by the manufac-
turers who pay their workers a starvation wage. This is
unfair competition, and can be eliminated by the wage and
hour law. If we fail to pass this bill, we only punish those
manufacturers who pay their workers a decent living wage.
Instead of penalizing we should encourage them, and the only
encouragement we can offer them is to make this bill the uni-
form law of the land. A united American Nation wants one
basic American economic law and one economic standard.

Mr. Chairman, American lahor, like American civilization,
must grow organically. It must grow like a plant. The
symbol of the American worker is the tree, deeply rooted in

the fertile soil, holding its position against all odds, weather- -

ing the storms, resisting the winds, and holding its own no
matter what comes. Such growth testifies to health, to
strength, to creativemess. But, in places where labor is
cheap and the worker underpaid, he is always on the go, he
is always moving, and is symbolized by the insect and not by
the tree. The result is that localities that exploit labor, and
treat them as economic slaves, undergo more clvanges than is
good for them, and are interrupted in their development, to
assume the character of armed camps, ultimately to be aban-
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doned and deserted because a great section of the population
migrated to other places, to look for better labor conditions.
Cheap labor is the curse of every community. Well-paid
labor is a source of strength and a blessing to every locality.

I have often heard foreigners traveling through our coun-
try tell me that there are two Americas, and two American
civilizations, one in well-paid sections and the other in poor-
paid sections. Their strange impression of our country is
primarily traceable to the fact that in one part of our coun-
try labor is well paid, and consequently, towns and cities
flourish, while in the other section, labor is underpaid, and
the demarcation line between wealth and poverty is so sharp
that where wealth ends, poverty, misery, and squalor begins.
It is this kind of poverty, and the sort of squalor to which
there is not any analogy even in the poverty-ridden coun-
tries of the Old World, that make us shudder at man’s in-
humanity to his fellow man. The adoption of the wage and
hour bill will remedy these terrible conditions. It will make
an end to that misery, suffering, and squalor which are a
disgrace to American civilization.

Mr, Chairman, this bill must not be considered from the
point of view of party interests, of local economic interests, of
sectional, racial, or group interests; it must be looked upon
from the point of view of our Nation at large, of the exigen-
cies and requirements of the American civilization, and of
the most elementary postulates of ethics. Its adoption will
complete the minimum wage economic process that swings
from diversity to unity. It will make the unity of our Nation
and the American civilization complete and absolute. It
will be a source of helpfulness and humaneness to our fel-
low man in places where labor is cheap. It will prove to be a
source of strength in those localities in which the worker is
always on the go in quest of better labor conditions. It will
remove unfair competition. It will create a minimum uni-
fled economic wage standard in America. And it will make
the dubious agitators and false prophets superfluous, for it
will shut up the sources of agitation, discord, and propa-
ganda, and especially of foreign propaganda, with its variety
of isms. The adoption of this bill must therefore be con-
sidered an event of great historic significance. The adop-
tion of this bill, Mr. Chairman, will be the greatest patriotic
act imaginable, for it will create for our Nation a source of
health, strength, and happiness, and will make millions of
suffering human beings contented. What greater service can
a man do in life than make his fellow man happy?

Mr. Chairman, the Declaration of Independence established
the principle that all men being born equal must share a
minimum of equality, at least, extending to all spheres of
life—political, economic, and social. At the time that great
document was composed man had but a vision of equality,
the Declaration of Independence becoming a promissory note
calling for future redemption. The present administration,
in its efforts to emancipate the struggling masses of the
American people from the many fetters to which it is bound,
and to bring about greater economic equality, merely is
honoring a note signed by the founding fathers of our
Republic. And the honoring of this note will be completed
when the American people will enjoy greater happiness,
greater freedom, and greater security. Mr. Chairman, this
state of economic justice can only come by adopting the
wage and hour bill, which will emancipate millions of ex-
ploited, inarticulate, unskilled American workers, who are
praying for a better day in this great Republic of ours.
[Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, the great prophet Isaiah once said, “And a
little child shall lead them.” That profound, mystic, occult,
and intuitive vision has come down to us through the ages.
Asia is the mother of every religion and is the founder of all
culture. Europe is the father of all civilization, America is
the child. That is the result of the fusion and synthesis of
these diversified, continental groups that have come to our
country in the past and have made America great, glorious,
and prosperous. These same groups are responsible for the
creation of the shibboleth and slogan of our Nation and our
Republic, “E Pluribus Unum.” Out of the diversified many
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has come one nation, unified, indivisible, with liberty and
justice for all. 'The passage of the wage and hour bill, with
the abolition of child labor forever, will make America “the
child” lead all the nations of the world in progress, in culture,
in civilization, and in the respect and refining influences it
pays to American labor that has made our Republic the
greatest in all the world. [Applause.]

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. JoENSON].

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Mr, Chairman, this so-
called wage and hour bill is just one of the component parts
that are included in what you might call a program for
social justice in the United States. I really believe that
when the history of the administration of Franklin D,
Roosevelt is written the ouistanding thing to which the
historians will point is recognition of the fact he came into
office as President of the United States at a time of great
stress and disturbance, took cognizance of a great tech-
nological change in the couniry as well as other changes
in the various economics of the country, and set forth a
program.

One of the speakers today said this bill did not originate
with the President but with labor. This may be true, but
I believe had it not been for the steadfast hammering of
the President on the anvil this bill would not be up for
discussion at this time.

For the remaining couple of minutes I should like to
discuss one of the aspects of this measure as it affects cer-
tain groups of Government workers. Knowing the immen-
sity of the program before the House and the Senate in
the last 5 years, I believe this fact has perhaps been over=
looked. It happens that the bill now under discussion
covers only interstate commerce arising out of private busi-
ness, whereas today we have in the veterans’ hospitals of
the United States men who are working as orderlies, diet
kitchen workers, laundry workers, caretakers of the various
hospitals and others, working as many as 60 to 72 hours a
week, for wages of $60, $70, $80, and $90 a month; in addi-
tion, these men and women are subject to a rather unfair
so-called Q. S. and L. deduction for quarters, sustenance,
and laundry whether they actually receive them or not.

If we are suffering today from a maladjustment in the
field of labor, if we are suffering from a lack of buying
power in the field of labor so labor cannot buy the products
of the farmer, this bill should be all-embracing and should
cover also the men and women who work for the Govern-
ment. They should be given the same limitation of 40 hours
a week as the workers in private industry. Moreover, the
men who are on duty in the various Government hospi-
tals, and there are thousands of them today, are serving
men who are sick, men who served their counfry on the
field of battle, and who need extraordinary care.

I really believe that at the proper time an amendment
should be offered to this bill, in line with H. R. 10574, which
I introduced with 75 cospensors, to make the bill a little bit
more all-embracing and have the Government do in its own
field of employment what it asks the people of the Nation to
do in their private establishments. It is no more than fair
and it is no more than honest that this be done. I believe a
40-hour week for all Government employees is no more than
fair, if you are asking the same consideration for the people
in the field of private employment.

Those of you who know we are in the midst of a social
transition in the United States, regardless of whether you
come from the country or the city, can honestly vote for
this bill, because after you consider all the other attempts we
have made in this country to bring back to the people of the
Nation buying power and the right to live, you finally will
come to this one show-down, that if the men who work in
industry do not have jobs and incomes they cannot buy the
product of the farm, whether that product be grains like
wheat or corn or a produect from the fields of the South, like

cotton.
If you are going to bring normal national economics back

you have to have legislation like this. You can call it a poor

bill if you want to, as some have, but I think the gentle-
woman from New Jersey [Mrs. NorTon] and her able com-
mittee and the leaders of the administration who have
brought it into the House at this time deserve the thanks of
everyone who is going to benefit by this legislation. Thanks
are due also to the gentleman from California [Mr. WeLcH]
and those of his colleagues on the Republican side who
signed the petition to discharge the committee, and who
are lending their aid and support to this measure. [Ap-
plause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
Eom Michigan [Mr. Woobrurr] such time as he may care

use.

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, throughout my 20 years
of service in the House of Representatives my record will
show that I have never failed on any occasion to support any
measure which would genuinely and actually benefit the wage
earners.

For 50 years Samuel Gompers, president of the American
Federation of Labor, and recognized throughout the world
as the greatest labor leader and statesman of all time,
preached in season and out against organized labor ever ad-
mitting or permitting the principle of governmental control
or regulation of wages, hours, and working conditions.
Gompers constantly warned that if ever the Pederal Govern-
ment successfully assumed the power of regulating wages,
hours, and working conditions in any manner whatsoever,
that that power could be extended to the regulation of wages,
hours, and working conditions in their entirety.

No one can deny that the same principle which permits
the Federal Government to establish minimum wages and
maximum hours will permit the Government to establish
maximum wages and minimum hours.

That is my principal reason for voting against this wage-
hour bill. I consider the introduction of this principle of
Federal control to be dangerous to the welfare of labor as
well as of industry.

A second reason why I cannot support this measure is that
I am convinced that amendments will be adopted in the
Senate, or that compromises will be agreed upon in confer-
ence, which will permit the reintroduction into this measure
of the very objectionable features which the American Fed-
eration of Labor opposed. Those objectionable features were
all in the Senate bill, and they were responsible for a ma-
jority vote of this House to recommit the original House
wage-hour bill.

I consider the effort to force this measure through the
House as being designed primarily to get it into conference,
where some, or even all, the objectionable features of the bill
may again be injected into this measure under such circum-
stances that we will be left with the slim chance of defeating
such a conference report.

Every Member of this body realizes that it is immeasurably
more difficult to defeat an objectionable measure by refusing
to adopt a conference report than to defeat the original meas-
ure on the floor.

My third reason for voting against this bill is that it will
benefit such a very small percentage of the low-wage, long-
hour workers it is claimed it will reach. In all probability
not to exceed 2,000,000 wage earners will be touched by the
provisions of this bill at all within the next 2 years. If our
experience with wage and hour legislation in the past teaches
us anything, it is that of those affected thereby a substantial
proportion will lose such jobs as they now have.

The fourth reason why I cannot support this measure is
because, according to the best analysts who have studied the
bill and its probable operation, this measure will not reduce,
but will increase, unemployment precisely as occurred under
the efforts along this line attempted under the N. R. A.

A fifth reason why I cannot support this measure is that
while the bill exempts farm labor, its enactment would create
conditions that would make it virtually impossible for the
farmer to secure hired help at wages within his reach.
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A sixth reason why I cannot vote for this bill is that those
who would be thrown out of employment when any particular
industry or activity could not meet the requirements imposed
by the bill would become a burden upon the public relief rolls.

A seyenth reason why I cannot support this measure is that
admittedly it will increase the cost of manufactured com-
modities to both American farmers and American wage earn-
ers, as well as all other classes, so that the few additional
cents put into the pay envelope will again be taken away at
the retail counter.

The eighth reason why I am compelled to vote against this
measure is that under the provisions of the National Labor
Relations Act, and with organized labor amply able to secure
a just and fair settlement of these questions by collective
bargaining, labor is able to adjust its own minimum wages
and maximum hours.

The ninth reason why I cannot support this legislation is
that it represents only another step, and a very far step,
toward a planned economy, which is another name for the
complete regimentation of the citizens of this Nation under
the objectionable regulations of a gigantic bureaucracy.
This, in turn, is the machinery of a political autocracy that
has never for one moment in the last 5 years ceased to move
in the direction of autocratic control and the destruction of
our constitutional free Republic.

The time has come when, if this advance toward such a
political autocracy is to be stopped, the Members of this and
succeeding Congresses will be compelled to have the courage
of their convictions and to vote against such measures as
this, baited with promises of benefit to labor or to business,
but concealed behind the bait the steel trap of centralized
power in the Federal Government that would hold the citizen
fast in subservience to a political autocracy.

The trap is set. The bait is in place. Its odor is alluring.
Its consequences would be ruinous.

Mr. Chairman, American business is still further disturbed
by the evident determination of the administration to con-
tinue to harass and control all business through the medium
of this legislation. We already have 13,000,000 unemployed,
and this proposal will add to this number. We have as many
on relief today as we have had at any time. Instead of doing
the things which inevitably make conditions worse why, in
the name of Heaven, do we not lay aside these pending so-
called reform measures, at least until such time as a reas-
sured business has taken up a substantial portion of the un-
employment slack?

It is not new legislation our unemployed want and need at
this time. They want and they need jobs. They are rapidly
coming to the realization that jobs are to be had only when
the handcuffs and leg irons are removed from private Ameri-
can business.

Mr. Chairman, it is a matter of regret to me that the
American Federation of Labor has in this instance been led
astray by the political emotionalism of the moment; and I
am convineed that when this bill is finally reported back
from the conference that the American Federation of Labor,
because of changes in the bill then confronting us, will be
asking us to vote against the conference report.

Even if the bill were passed by both Houses as it is pre-
sented here it still cpens the door to a principle utterly
dangerous to the independence and welfare of labor and of
industry—namely, the power of the Federal Government to
interfere in the right of free contract by the employee and
employer and to dictate the terms of all such contracts.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, DUNN].

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, as a member of the Labor
Committee I am mighty glad to have the opportunity to
speak on the wage and hour bill, which was reported from
our committee.

According to the Bible, it has been said man came into
possession of this earth about five or ten thousand years
ago. According to the science of geology man existed about
500,000 years ago. Mr. Chairman, I do not hesitate to say
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that is too long a time to wait for a wage and hour bill.
[Laughter and applause.]

I am positive that if this bill is enacted into law it will
accomplish a great deal of good for unfortunate humanity.
Sweatshops, child labor, slum districts, and other abominable
social evils will disappear.

I have been informed that the Government spends approxi-
mately $15,000,000,000 annually to protect society against
violators of the law. A great deal of the crime committed is
perpetrated by those who come from the slums. If we would
eradicate the slums, the Government would not be com-
pelled to spend the gigantic sum for law enforcement against
criminals. .

The bill which is now before us is a constructive, progres-
sive, and humanitarian measure, It has been said by out-
standing labor leaders and economists that if we would enact
tkis wage and hour bill about 3,000,000 persons who are
unemployed would obtain employment, and it has also been
stated that if we would adopt a 5-day, 30-hour workweek,
approximately 7,000,000 persons would be reemployed. We
should not hesitate to support legislation which will benefit
mankind. Hundreds of thousands of people in our country
are being compelled to work 12 and 14 hours daily, 7 days a
week, for about 14 cents per hour. Such wages and long
hours of employment are rank slavery. The sooner we adopt
legislation to correct this damnable and vicious practice the
better off society will be.

It is the duty of Congress to pass legislation which will
abolish all social evils which are responsible for the unneces-
sary suffering of its people. Every man and woman who is
physically and mentally able to work should have a position
and be paid a saving wage. The aged, widows with dependent
children, and those who are unable to work because of a
physical disability should be provided with an adequate
pension. [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Crear].

Mr. CREAL. Mr. Chairman, I want to take -one sentence
to answer in a way the economic philosophy which has been
interjected into this debate from time to time by the man who
says, “What do you think about disturbing the natural right
and the constitutional right of individual bargaining?” I
want to say that that is an awful bad thing, and if it had
never been disturbed by capital, I do not believe you would
have to have any wage-hour bill.

Did you know that every other capitalist fixes the wages of
your employees, whether they work for him or not? When
you pay him and he goes down the street to get a pair of
shoes the price he has to pay for that pair of shoes is fixed
by some people in Boston, indirectly fixing your man’s wages.
When I went in here to get & Coca-Cola a while ago he might
have made a profit by selling for 4 cents, but if he under-
took to sell that article for 4 cents they would stop it. There
is no longer any competition in the factory product. There-
fore the capitalist is fixing the wages of the people who do not
work for them, and hence the only way to compete with that
situation is to fix a bottom limit for wages.

Then they say it is a terrible thing when we undertake
with respect to agriculturists to let them limit their produe-
tion. There is a better system, if the factory would follow
it, and when they cannot make a profit of 10 percent would
keep on producing and take a profit of 5 percent, or any
profit at all, then 2 bushels of corn would still buy what it
bought in the old days. However, they will not do this. It
might be a better system if everybody would overproduce
and sell for what they could get, but one side earefully limits
their production, and the only way to meet that situation is
by the same kind of business method. For this reason some
bottom is necessary for wages and hours.

I wonder how many Members of Congress would be willing
to pass a bill providing that the Members of Congress should
be selected by the bargain-counter method “What will you
serve for?” to be the question.

[Here the gavel fell.]
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Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 1
additional minute.

Mr. CREAL. I do not think we would be willing to let
the job of serving as a Congressman out to the low bidder.

Of the vast millions spent here in wages by the Govern-
ment, there is only one Government worker who is asked,
“What will you do this for?” and that is the old star-route
mail carrier. That is the only man in the history of the
Government who is employed on such a basis.

With everybody else we fix the price and then bring him
in. What I started out to say primarily was that there is
one business never intended to be here by any labor group,
Mr. Green, or the C. I. O. or anybody else, and that is that
this bill will probably affect 4,000 weekly county-seat news-
papers, because of about a 2 percent circulation that goes
into different States, thus putting them in the interstate
commerce class. This bill was never meant to reach those
people. Every other piece of interstate commerce product
is governed by the national or even international market.
That is not true in that case. It is governed by the amount
of population of the town, the county seat, or the county.
At the proper time I expect to offer the amendment which
was adopted in the other bill exempting the county weeklies,
as they were never intended fo be included by the labor
leaders to go into this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from EKen-
tucky has expired.

Mr. WELCH., Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. Mortl.

THE WAGE AND HOUR BILL

Mr. MOTT. Mr. Chairman, every Member of the House,
I presume, vividly recalls the prolonged and bitter fight that
was made to recommit the wage and hour bill, so-called
(S. 2475), which was considered in the House at the last
special session of the Congress. The whole country, for that
matter, will remember the debate which for 4 tense and
anxious days held the attenfion of employers and em-
ployees alike throughout the Nation. In my opinion, it was
due entirely to the complete success of the fight then waged
on the floor of this body by the opponents of that bill that
the House is privileged at this time to consider a wage and
hour bill that is really worthy of consideration.

Although the bill which comes to us today for debate
bears the same title and number (S. 2475) as the one which
we recommitted to the Committee on Labor on December 17,
1937, there is no similarity whatever between the bill that
was then recommitted and the bill we now have before us.

That bill, the special-session bill, was not a wage and
hour hill at all. It was nothing but a bald piece of deceit
masquerading under the name of a wage and hour bill
It was a bill the real purpose of which was to put the effec-
tive control of both industry and labor into the hands of the
Federal Government.

It was a bill which was not made in the Congress. It was
a bill made entirely in the Executive Department of the
Government. It was a bill the real authorship of which
was never disclosed to any Member of the House, but which,
according to common belief at the time, was the brain child
of either Ben Cohen or Tom Corcoran, or both. The Con-
gress was not even consulted in the making of it, but it was
sent into the House and Senate ready-made under orders
from the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue to pass it.

Mr. Chairman, T have before me the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of December 14, 1937, and in connection with what I have
just said, I wish to read an excerpt from the conclusion of my
remarks in the debate in opposition to that bill upon that
day. I said:

Mr. Chairman, in my humble and sincere opinion this bill is a
fraud. It pretends to be a wage and hour bill. It pretends
to establish minimum wages and maximum hours for the benefit of
the worker. Instead of that, it does nothing for either employer or
employee except to put them both under the heel of the most abso-
lute and autocratic bureaucracy that any plece of legislation has
ever attempted to set up in this country.

If this Congress wants a wage and hour bill, and for my own
part let me say emphatically and unequivocally that I believe that
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honest, mandatory wage and hour legislation is necessary, and
that I have always consistently advocated it, let us vote for an
honest bill. Let us vote for the Dockweiler bill, which has the en-
dorsement of labor and of the counfiry generally, which actually
establishes a minimum wage and a maximum workweek, which pro-
hibits child labor, and which is to be offered as a substitute for this
bill, If the Dockweiler bill should be held to be not germane, then
let us vote to recommit this bill and demand that the Committee
on Labor report to us a mandatory wage and hour bill, one that
we will not have to apologize for or be ashamed of, one that meets
legitimate desires both of labor and of industry, and one that is
drawn with at least some regard and respect for the plain provistons
of the Constitution of the United States. For that kind of a meas-
ure, Mr. Chairman, I believe there exists a real necessity and a real
demand and I trust that upon recommitment of this bill to the
Committee on Labor we will be given an opportunity to vote upon
such a measure. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, the proposal which was then before us under
the false label of a wage and hour bill was recommitted by
the House. It was recommitted by a bipartisan vote, approxi-
mately one-third of the majority party joining with virtually
the entire membership of the minority party in sending that
bill back to the Committee on Labor.

Now, the Committee on Labor has wisely heeded the man-
date of the House as expressed in the recommittal vote. By
that vote the committee was given to understand that if it ex-
pected favorable consideration by the House of a wage and
hour bill it must report out a mandatory bill, naming a defi-
nite minimum wage below which no employer should be al-
lowed to go in compensating his workmen for their labor,
and a definite maximum-hour week above which no employer
should go in requiring his employees to work. The House by
that vote also clearly indicated that it would not consider
a wage and hour bill which did not provide proper and defi-
nite exemptions for agricultural and seasonal industry and
for other industry which, by its nature, could not properly
come within the provisions of wage and hour legislation.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on Labor, in my opinion, has
now brought in'such a bill. The bill we have before us today
frem that committee is not as good a wage and hour bill
as I would like to see. I think the wage floor is too low and
the hours ceiling too high. It is not as good a bill as theg
Dockweiler bill, for example, which was endorsed by the
American Federation of Labor and by the workers of the
country generally, and which was not seriously objected to
by the more progressive and far-seeing employers of labor.

But, Mr. Chairman, the bill now before us is at least a man-
datory bill. It is at least an honest bill. It actually estab-
lishes minimum wages and maximum hours. It was not made
in the Executive Department of the Government. If was
made in Congress, where all Federal legislation should be
made. It is self-executing. It is a simple mandatory law
which everyone can understand. It eliminates entirely all of
the offensive features and provisions of its predecessor which
we recommitted at the special session. It gives no discretion-
ary authority to any board, administrator, or other agent of
the Executive. It contains simple and direct provisions for
proper exemptions. And although, to begin with, at least,
I think the wage minimum is too low and the hours maximum
too high, yet it provides for a gradual and mandatory raising
of the wage floor and a lowering of the wage ceiling for a
period of 4 years, so that at the expiration of that period the
bill will become to all intents and purposes the equivalent of
the Dockweiler bill.

And so, Mr. Chairman, I shall support the bill, because
in the main, and in principal, it meets the requirements I
outlined in debate on the wage and hour bill which was
recommitted at the special session of Congress. The bill,
I think everyone agrees, is in need of some amendment, but
I understand that the principal amendments which are to
be offered are not objected to by the Committee on Labor.,

Before I conclude, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say
this: The House, by its vote to recommit the original Senate
bill and by its vote which will shortly be cast to pass the
bill now before us (which technically, of course, is an amend-
ment to the original Senate bill, although there is no
similarity between the two has plainly shown to the Labor
Committee what kind of a wage and hour bill it wants and
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it has just as plainly shown to that committee what kind
of a wage and hour bill it will not tolerate. Let us re-
member that when this bill is passed and when it goes to
conference. Let us not forget that the House conferees have
a mandate from the House not to permit the Senate con-
ferees to restore any of the objectionable features of the
original bill which the House has already objected.

If the House conferees should recede from the position
the House has taken in this regard, and if they should con-
cur in any of the proposals of the original bill which put
the regulation and control of hours and wages under the
discretionary jurisdiction of an administrator or board, ap-
pointed by and removable at the will of the Executive, then
it should be the duty of the House to refuse to adopt the
conference report and to send the bill back to conference
with instructions to the House conferees to insist upon every
material provision of S. 2475 as it was amended by the
House Committee on Labor and as it will be passed by the
House upon the conclusion of this debate.

I say this now because I know that the position taken by
the Senate when it passed S. 2475 and sent it over to the
House is the same now as it was then. I mean, of course,
the position taken by the majority of the Senate. The Sen-
ate is not going to recede and concur in the House amend-
ments without a struggle and when the bill comes back
from conference the House should stand by its guns and
be prepared for the struggle.

In the meantime, Mr. Chairman, the bill now before
the House is the immediate business of the House. And,
furthermore, it is the immediate and exclusive product of
the House, notwithstanding it still bears its original Senate
number,

I am glad, at last, to have the opportunity of supporting
a real mandatory wage and hour bill, which this bill is. I
congratulate the Labor Committee and its distinguished
chairman, the gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs. NorTON],
for bringing to the House a bill of this kind, a bill, as it
stands now, really made in Congress by herself and her
able committee, and it is a pleasure now to be able to say
to her that I intend on final passage to vote for it. [Ap-
plause.]

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr., Woon].

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Chairman, in the light of our experi-
ence in the past 9 years, 4 without any program at all, and
the last 5 with a real program, it ought not to be necessary
for us to be discussing the feasibility of the passage of a
wage-hour bill today. To my mind this is the most sensi-
ble, the most logical, the most understandable, and the most
workable bill that has been presented to this House with ref-
erence to wages and hours. I think it is the most important
piece of legislation that has been presented fo the Congress.

Since I came here on March 4, 1933, the administration
‘of the Government under the leadership of Franklin D.
Roosevelt has performed a wonderful task. In the past 5
years many, many constructive measures have been enacted
into law, some permanent, others emergency measures. All
of them have played their part in bringing this country out
of the throes of depression. The effect of these measures
has brought order out of chaos and brought us from the
black depths of misery and despair to the place where con-
fidence has been instilled in the hearts of the people of this
Nation, confidence in this administration, and confidence
in the Government itself.

Among those measures was the National Recovery Act,
designed to elevate standards of wages and lower the hours
of labor, thereby spreading employment. If abolished child
Jabor and through the cedes of fair competition enabled the
employers of this country to eliminate cutthroat competi-
tion. Since the voiding of the N. R. A., as you all know, it
is a matter of history, a matter of common knowledge, that
wages have been rapidly reduced and hours have been
stretched. In some instances we have gotten back almost to
1932 cutthroat competitive practices. At that time the em-
ployers of this Nation told our Commitiee on Labor and
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other committees of the Congress that unless something
was done by this administration these practices would de-
stroy the people.

It is very singular that under N. R. A. the southern cotton-
textile mills, whose employees were raised from an exceed-
ingly low wage to a minimum of $11 to $12 a week—$11 for
women and $12 for men—it is indeed remarkable that
through all of that period there was not a garment factory,
to my knowledge, or a single cotton-textile mill closed in the
South, or in the North, either. Wages were increased, hours
were shortened, business became better through the elimina-
tion of the chiseler and cutthroat competitor. The N. R. A.
was a godsend to this country. After the voiding of the
N. R. A., we passed the Wagner Labor Relations Act, and that
supplanted section 7 (a) of the N, R. A, that was declared
unconstitutional.

Since that time we have not been successful in enacting
legislation to take the place of the codes and the fair com-
petition provided under the N. R. A., which regulated wages
and hours. The result, as I previously stated, has been reduc-
tion in wages and the lengthening of hours.

Mr. Chairman, we have had before this House in the past
5 years every type of wage-hour bill known. In the last
special session we had our choice between three types of
legislation. There was an amendment submitted as a sub-
stitute. The House had the choice between administration
of this law by a board or bureaucracy or administration
of the law by one administrator in the Department of
Labor or administration of the law by the Department of
Justice. When that bill came from the committee it was
replete with exemptions. It was loaded down with exemp-
tions and differentials.

When the bill came to the floor of the House many objected
to the bill because it had no minimum, and really it did not.
It regulated the wages up to 40 cents an hour, a ceiling, and
regulated hours down to 40 hours, a floor so far as hours are
concerned. I agree that this bill is the reverse. We had an
opportunity to vote on the substitute in the last special ses-
sion, which put a floor on wages, a higher one than this, and
a ceiling to hours.

A member of the Rules Committee told me, “If you will
bring out a bill that is clear, concise, and understandable,
and stripped of all its verbiage, with a 30-cent minimum, I
will vote for it.” But he has not voted for it yet. As I said
before, I think this bill is pretty well understood by every
Member of the House. We have discussed this matter pro
and con for 3 or 4 years. I do not think it is necessary for
any Member of the House to get up on the floor and say that
he is just as good a friend of labor as anybody, “but I am
opposed to certain features of this bill.” If we are going to
rass wage and hour legislation, let us pass this bill in its
present form. Do not load it down with exemptions or differ-
entials. If we get into the realm of differentials and exemp-
tions, we will not know what kind of a bill we have passed.
The way to establish a wage and hour principle, in my
opinion, is to vote for a bill which is clear and concise, one
that can be understood by any reasonably intelligent man.

This bill does start with a 25-cent minimum, which is too
low as far as I am concerned, but there are no less than
5,000,000 wage earners in this country today working for
less than 25 cents an hour, some of them for as low as 5
cents, 10 cents, and 15 cents an hour. The principal pur-
pose of the pending bill is to put a floor under wages in order
to eliminate this cutthroat competition which destroys the
living standard of the higher paid as well as the substandard
wage earner. That was clearly demonstrated in 1932 and
1933. It was the cutthroat competition, low wages, and long
hours that was affecting the whole country.

The President of the United States has sent some seven
messages to this Congress urging and imploring the Members
of Congress to pass a wage and hour bill with a floor under
wages and raise the American standard of living. I believe
this House will pass the pending bill by an overwhelming
majority. I hope the Members will not permit the opponents
of this measure to destroy it by amendments, like they did
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last time. ILoad this bill down with amendments and you
will cause the bill to be recommitted.

[Here the gavel fell,]

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr, DINGELL],

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL].

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I do not know that any-
thing which I may offer in this debate on the wage and
hour bill will materially change the opinion of the oppo-
sition or of my friend [Mr, Mares]. I do, however, want to
discuss the subject matter as to the effect on our Michigan
industries; and this, after all, is most important to my people.

The bill which the administration advances in the House
for consideration is one which will not have any direct or
immediate effect upon 97 percent or more of our Michigan
employers and employees. This bill provides for a minimum
wage of 25 cents per hour and a maximum of 44 hours per
week. Progressively for a period of 3 years the basic wage
scale or minimum will be increased at the rate of 5 cents
per hour, thus attaining a minimum wage at the end of that
time of 40 cents per hour. The 44-hour ceiling will be
brought down to 40 hours within 2 years. It was said that
the 40-40 provision as originally proposed in the bill which
was recommitted would not affect Michigan’s industries and
Michigan’s employees to any great extent, possibly 2 or 3
percent. This modified bill, therefore, could not possibly
apply even to this small percentage.

I am for the wage and hour bill and hold uncompro-
misingly to the principle within it which seeks to correct
abuses by employers who cling tenaciously to what they claim
as their right of peonage and exploitation, and I am proud to
add here and now that this charge of exploitation and
peonage does not apply as a general rule to our Michigan
industries and employers.

It is because I want to be helpful to Michigan’s industries
and the country as a whole, because I want to add stability
to our banks, our homes, our churches, and public institu-
tions, and because, above all else, I want to make secure the
high standard of living based on compensation of our Michi-
gan workers that I favor the wage and hour bill.

This measure is directed against the unscrupulous and un-
yielding exploiter of the workingman wherever he may ply
his nefarious trade within the boundaries of the United
States. The abuse of labor is not confined to any one section,
although it may be worse in one part of the United States
than in another.

The map of the continental United States is pockmarked
with localities and areas involving entire States where condi-
tions are intolerable, and where it is said that industry can-
not adjust itself to a higher standard.

This attitude is unjust, unfair, and cannot be condoned by
right-thinking people, and the constant appeal to allow more
time for adjustment is without justification. They will never
voluntarily adjust these industries to better, higher standards,
meantime their actions may result in the undermining of the
higher wage and living standards in such progressive States
as Michigan. In fact, this enslavement of Iabor in the back-
ward States has already handicapped Michigan’s industries
and impaired the happiness and destroyed the confidence of
our workers, and through it all retarded business, slowed
down credit, to say nothing of the detrimental effect upon the
banks and community life in general.

When we read advertisements in national magazines, cover-
ing double-page spreads, costing thousands of dollars, bearing
the signatures of eight or nine Governors of their respective
States, which call attention of employers and industrialists of
the North to the fact that they can move their plants to the
particular locality referred to in the advertisement and save
money because of the availability of cheap labor free from
labor troubles, offering as an additional inducement exemp-
tion from taxation for a period of many years and free land
grants, then it is time for us to take notice.

It appears to me that Michigan industrialists, manufac-
turers, and employees would be of one mind when it comes to
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the question of maintaining or raising the standard of living
for humanity in large and populous sections of the United
States, if not for humane reasons, then for selfish reasons.

Frankly, I cannot understand the philosophy of employers
in my State who stand opposed to the wage and hour legis-
lation, which will protect their industries and the investment
in these industries against the burrowing of industrial ter-
mites.

I know only too well the sapping effect of this parasite upon
the majority of our industries. I remember when the city of
Detroit, industrially, was the largest producer of quality over-
alls in the world; the largest and oldest among these was the
Hamilton Carhart Overall Co. Then there was the Finck
Detroit Overall Co. and the Larned-Carter Overall Co., and
maybe others. You will find that all of these concerns were
forced, in the face of unfair competition, to move to the
Southland. Labor conditions and wages in these plants were
based on a broad and generous policy, but this basis has no
doubt been impaired if not completely destroyed since this
industry en masse left the confines of the city of Detroit.
If you will go with me to Trumbull and Michigan Avenues
in Detroit, you will find that what was once a teeming, busy
industrial plant is now but & bat roost.

The overall industry is not the only one that found it
could not compete with the cheap and exploited labor in
other localities. At one time Detroit was the second largest
producer of cigars in the world, but for the same reasons this
industry too was lost to Detroit; and we need not stop there.
Even the automobile industry has built factories in certain
southern cities for the production of parts because cheap
labor was available, and such labor as has been employed
heretofore in Detroit is now being engaged elsewhere.

This burrowing beneath our Michigan industries certainly
has a detrimental effect, not only upon the industries but also
upon the real-estate business, the values of homes, upon the
banks, and even upon the neighborhood church. Our em-
ployers cannot compete against unlimited, uncontrolled,
cheap labor—especially so where the curse of child labor
exists. I cannot agree that this legislation is objectionable
or unfair to any section. The only detrimental effect follow-
ing enactment, as far as I can see, will come as a result of
the determination on the part of die-hards to resist the
law, and the adoption of an attitude of noncooperation even
if the legislation is intended to be helpful. This is a phi-
losophy of desperation and destruction which I cannot under-
stand and which I conscientiously believe to be sinful, wrong,
and un-American.

Michigan’s industries pay higher wages than the minimum
stipulated in the act, and our employers work their employees
as a rule a reasonable number of hours. I fail to see why other
States cannot follow this good example.

More than that, I eannot understand why an element of our
Michigan employers rated above the slavetraders will plead
for the maintenance of a damnable system which threatens
their own very existence unless it is that an outlet is desired
in case moving or transfer is intended. Such outlet should
be blocked. Such an avenue of escaping fair obligations to
labor and to a community should be eliminated. This legis-
lation will not, however, prevent decentralization of industry,
it will not restrict the right of an industrialist to move his
plant but it will equalize costs of production so that moves
and decentralization will not be induced by cheap labor and
conditions bordering upon industrial slavery. I can under-
stand these objections emanating from affected areas where
some of the feudal lords still insist that there should be no
invasion of their right to exploitation within their own do-
main, and while I disagree with their objections and philoso-
phy, sharply, definitely, and uncompromisingly, yet, I ean be
more sympathetic and tolerant to such objections than I can
to the evident similar objections coming from an employer
within the State of Michigan or other high-wage-paying
States.

This legislation will not only add security, stability, and
happiness to the workingman but will give security, stability,
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and added profits to industry. It is not a one-sided or a lop-
sided piece of legislation and its objectives are sound.

I remember the late Judge Elbert H. Gary stating during
the great steel strike that the steel industry could not under
any circumstances work less than 7 days a week and I be-
lieve at that time employees in this industry were working 12
hours a day. Well, today the steel industry seems to be able
to get by on a 40- or 44-hour week, employing more men
than ever when business is good and showing greater profits.

The interchurch movement and public sentiment rein-
forced by the just demands of labor corrected the situation in
the steel industry but this great and established industry
was forced to capitulate only under duress.

The wage differential existing between two given parts of
the United States makes it mandatory for the employers in
higher-wage-paying States, in order to meet the unfair com-
petition, to either reduce the salaries paid to the producing
workers or to move their plants to the competitors’ cheap-
labor market. The alternative to this would be to bring
about the raising of the wage and hour levels in the back-
ward areas to meet the higher standard. The wage and
hour legislation will level off these inequalities through the
constitutional control of interstate shipments, Our Michi-
gan goods will be shipped everywhere without restraint, but
the movement of goods produced by peonage and child labor
will be restricted by the law.

Clothed in respectability, the exploitation and enslavement
of immature children is abroad in the land. It thrives in the
most advanced sections of the country. It is the lowest form
of prostitution on earth and should be wiped out by civilized
society. Industrial panderers should not only be estopped
forthwith but penalized by law to the point of extermination.
Of all times when job competition of this sort should be elim-
inated, the present is most distressing. Microcephalic em-
ployers bent only on profits, with hearts of rodents and devoid
of all human kindness, will insist upon their “constitutional
rights” and “due process.” I would give them their “rights”
and plenty of “lefts,” process or no process.

There is about as much reason to arguments against this
legislation as there might be to the insistence of unrestricted
sale of prison-made goods in competition with free labor.

The wage and hour bill if accepted in the right spirit
should be a godsend to the employer and the employee not
only in the higher-wage-paying States but in every part of
the United States. Its passage is inevitable and its constitu-
tionality unquestionably will be sustained. [Applause.]

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hoessl.

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, while I realize the good
faith of these gentlemen who are espousing this bill, and the
humanitarian motive that our great President, to whom all
have paid tribute, has in his heart, yet I cannot but feel
that every word said in advocacy of the passage of this bill
today is aimed at a symptom instead of the disease! How,
in God’s name, can they stand here and plead for the pas-
sage of a bill which gives to only 1 in 25 a wage of 25 cents
an hour and exempts five times as many American laborers
who work for one-fifth of that amount or less? I refer to
the American farmer.

Everything in this bill except the child-labor part, which
everyone favors, is as “cockeyed” as the reference to the
lady who insists on being called “Miss Frances Perkins” as
“he.n

The Honorable Jmt Meap, bless his heart, says: “Make
New York prosperous, and that will give the South a market
for its cotton, and the Middle West a market for its wheat
and corn.” That is the philosophy back of every bit of this
sectional legislation, “make us rich, fill our buckets to over-
flowing, and a drop or two of prosperity will eventually
drip down upon the rest. Make us rich and that will give
you a market for your cofton and your corm and your
wheat.” But at what price? At the price they fix. The
American farmer is the only man living who has never
had one word to say about the prices the products of his
brain, brawn, sweat, and blood have brought in the market.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

May 23

Jmt Mean’s folk fix the price of everything they sell from
a plow point to a reaper or a mowing machine, from a shoe-
lace or a box of breakfast food, to an automobile.

The prettiest vacuum cleaner, that has sucked every dime
out of the pockets of the American farmer since the year
1, is in beautiful working order. “Make us rich.” That is
exactly what the system has been doing, is doing, and will
continue to do. They do business behind a tariff wall that
adds 45 percent to the cost of everything the unprotected
farmer has to buy. Alexander Hamilton said that was
stealing, and he ought to be a pretty good authority for
Mr. HamintoN Fisa, who stood up here and said to the
South today, “We will give you 3 years to get your house
in order, and if you do not do it by that time we will take
other means!”

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. HOBBS. I appeal to the distinguished lady, the
chairman of the committee; I was promised 10 minutes.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 additional min-
utes to the gentleman from Alabama.

Mr. HOBBS. Thank you so much.

Mr. COX. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield for an
observation?

Mr. HOBBS. Certainly.

Mr. COX. This campaign of discrimination against the
weaker member, industrially and politically, will mean that
that section at some future time will be forced to close its
gates against the admission of the goods that come from
these other sections, which will bring them to their knees.

Mr. HOBBS. In addition to the 45-percent robbery which
is practiced by means of the high protective tariff wall—and
the farmer has never had any protective tariff wall or any
benefit of that kind whatsoever—the American farmer has
had to pay an average of 39 percent discriminatory rchbery
in freight rate differential; and nobody can dispute that,
either. The machine goes merrily on. They rob us with
the tariff wall—and I mean the farmers of the West and
South alike—and they rob us with discriminatory freight
rates. They say, “By all means, make us rich, us industrial
barons, and then we will give you a market for your farm
products—of course, at our own price. Have you never heard
of the crumbs that fall from the rich man’s table?”

I said in the last debate on this question that the real
aim of this bill is nothing less than to put the American citi-
zens, of the West and South alike, back where the indus-
trialists—who have consistently robbed us—believe we ought
to be, and to make us stay there, looking at the east end of
a westbound mule, on the farm, producing the raw product
S0 we can send it up there and have it manufactured and
pay four prices for it on its return!

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr. HOBBS. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. FLETCHER. The gentleman states that the indus-
trialists have been able to exploit the farmer. Is it not true
that the industrialist is opposing this bill? He is not
offering it.

Mr. HOBBS. I believe that is exactly where it is coming
from, and I appreciate that question. I think that is ex-
actly where it came from. These good people who are
pleading the cause of “humanity” here, are being absolutely
fooled into playing the fiddle of the group to which I referred
and about which the gentleman now asks. The proponents
are representing organized and entrenched industrial eapi-
tal—not labor.

The point I wish to drive home is that there is today a
great disparity between the income of the farm laborer and
the farmer, on the one hand, and of the industrial workers
on the other.

The distinguished Secretary of Agriculture will tell you
there is no hope, not even under the new farm bill of 1938,
with all its benefit payments, of raising the income of the
American farmer, and farm laborer, up to one-half of what
the industrial workers’ income already is. I want you to get
this. I am talking sense. Even taking into consideration
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the living which the farmer gets off his farm, his average
income is still less than half the average income of his fellow
worker in industry. I maintain that until there is parity of
income, between the workers in American agriculture and
American industry, we ought not to raise the income of that
group which is now getting an income more than twice as
large as that of those in agriculfure. We ought not to in-
crease the disparity which exists aft present. We ought te
raise the average income of farmers to a parity with those
who work in industry, immediately, and then raise the
income of all.

Mr. FLETCHER. If what the gentleman states is true,
then why are the industrialists opposing this bill?

Mr. HOBBS. Southern industrialists are fighting for
life, the life of their infant industries. Northern indus-
trialists are not opposing this bill. They “daddied” it, and
are pushing it to destroy all industry of the South. The
only thing they think we can do in the South and West,
the great agricultural areas, and the only thing they think
we should do, is to produce the raw product and ship it to
them to be processed and sold back to us from behind their
high protective tariff walls and unjust, discriminatory,
freight-rate structures. So, they can confinue to coin the
sweat and blood of the teeming millions on our farms, five
times as many as they even claim will be benefited by the
provisions of this bill.

There are many, many reasons why this bill should not
pass. Thinkers in every State of the Union are advancing
them daily. In today’s New York Times is a thoughtful
article by Mr. Leo Wolman, a recognized authority:

MintMUM-WAGE Laws Are For StaTes—BUT ANY LEGISLATION OF
THis CHARACTER Is REGARDED AS Bar To TrapE REVIVAL AND RE-
EMPLOYMENT

To the EpiTtor oF THE NEw YorK TIMES:

Everyone will agree that the most pressing problems of this
country today are the persistence of a severe depression in business
and a high and probably Increasing rate of unemployment. Upon
the solution, or mitigation of these problems depends our ability
to deal satisfactorily with related problems of expenditures for
rellef, burdens of taxation and, indeed, our whole fiscal policy.
Everyone will probably also agree that the adoption of economic
pohduatthuﬁmetm may be expected to hinder the recovery

of business and to add to our already large army of unemployed
will amount to a grave disservice to American industry and its
employees,

For some years now we have put all of our faith in a simple and
plausible measure of reform and . With great persistence
and by a varlety of methods, the Government has undertaken to
increase the purchasing power of American labor. One of the
foremost devices it has used to effect this purpose is raising the
rate of wages or the price of labor. Under the influence of this
belief, frequently and emphatically advocated by influential per-
sons, many have become persuaded that along this path lie more
stable business, fuller employment, and a more equitable distribu-
tion of income.

STEADILY MOUNTING WAGES

It is probably rare in economic history that a doctrine has been
more effectively exploited than this one. The combined resources
of Government, organized labor, and public opinion have been
directed toward ralsing wage rates. BSince 1833, consequently,

have steadily mounted so that they now stand at their
highest point for all time.

Bome idea of the size of this Increase can be had from the
movement of wages of factory employees. In March 1938 the aver-
sge hourly wages of factory labor were nearly three times their
amount in 1914. Meanwhile the cost of living had increased by no
more than 40 percent. Put in another way, the real hourly earn-
ings (money earnings adjusted for changes in the cost of living)
of factory employees in March 1938 were 100 percent greater than
in 1914, 60 percent greater than in 1920, and 40 percent higher
than in 1929. These are impressive figures, difficult to duplicate
in any earlier period of so short a duration. They are, moreover,
not peculiar to manufacturing industry. And they mean that we
have ascended to a substantially higher level of real wages than
has ever before prevailed in this country.

UNSOUND POLICY

In the face of this record it is hard to see that much of a case
can be made for the doctrine that has so dominated our recent
policy. The considerable advance in real wages has clearly falled
to accomplish its purpose. Even at the peak of the last period of
business expansion the volume of unemployment was exceptionally
large, and since last summer it has again almost doubled. While
no doubt a variety of forces may be held responsible for both the
continuing unemployment of 1936-87 and the obstacles to recovery
at the present time, the conclusion is inescapable that an umsound
wage policy is one of the most potent of them. If this is so,
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American workingmen ean hardly be said to benefit from a policy
that has contributed to keeping a substantial proportion of them
wholly or partially unemployed and to reducing the aggregate
pay roll of industry.

Now that the business of this country is in deep depression and
existing wage levels are, with few exceptions, successfully resisting
adjustment, we propose to make matters still worse by legislation
designed to ralse the rates of wages of many hundreds of thou=
sands of employees. Yet this is the purpose of the fair labor
standards (wages and hours) bill now awaiting action by Congress.

Although the supporters of this legislation like to make us be-
lieve that this kind of law will have only a limited application
because it undertakes to raise the wages of only the lowest paid
employees, there are two considerations which they fail to men-
tion. The one is that a minimum wage cannot be fixed without
upsetting existing wage differentials and forcing a scaling up of
wages of all classes of labor. The second is that the bill provides
for schedules of maximum hours. In the present temper of labor,
it will prove impossible to reduce hours of work without at the
same time granting proportionate increases in wage rates,

The numbers affected by the law, therefore, are lkely to be
substantially in excess of current estimates. If this bill is en-
acted, it will be wages at a time when they are already
abnormally high, when there is reason to believe that pre-
vailing wages are contributing to the unemployment rate and
the difficulties of recovery, and when heavy industries to which
the minimum rates may be expected to apply cannot afford to
assume any heavier burdens than they are now carrying.

Aside from the purpose of this bill to establish minimum rates
of pay, it has, perhaps, a more important purpose of equalizing
wages throughout the United States. In this respect the provi-
sions of the bill are directed mainly against the industries of the
South that are believed to possess an unfair competitive advantage
over other parts of the country. In supporting this purpose,
advocates of this measure fail to take into account the long-term
movements of southern wages and the conditions prerequisite to a
rising wage level.

SOUTHERN PAY TP

Over the last several decades wages in the South have increased
with the growth of capital in southern industry and the improv-
ing efficiency and productivity of southern labor. The estimate
may be ventured that average hourly earnings of factory labor
in the South is at this writing in excess of 50 cents an hour.

Considering the stage of development of industry in the South
and the composition of their labor force, this cannot be consid-
ered a low rate. Average wages In the cotton-goods industry of

high as they were in 1920; they are
more than three times the 1914 rate; and they exceed that rate of
1928 by about 11 cents an hour. The North-South differential in
this industry also is much smaller than it used to be, having
declined from an excess of northern over southern rates of
wages of 61 percent in 1924 to 26 percent In July 1937. While
this differential is somewhat higher than that prevailing during
the N. R. A, it is not excessively so.

The wage and hour bill 18 no doubt the product of good
motives and a desire to raise the labor standards of American
workingmen. But when its most probable effects will be loss of
employment and further delay in the necessary adjustment of
wages to business conditions, the wisdom of pushing such a
measure may well be guestioned.

If we are to have minimum-wage legislation in this country, it
is the wiser policy to depend on State legislation, drafted and ad-
ministered persons close to the local situation and familiar
with its problems. If also we desire legislation of this type, Fed-
eral or State, it is well for everyone to know that ralsing the
rate of wages {s no magic formula, that it will on occasion throw
people out of work and keep others from being employed, and
that regulated and uniform wages remove one of the most potent
forces for breaking the log jam of depression and initiating re-
vival and reemployment.

Leo WoLmaw.

New Yorx, May 21, 1938.
In the same paper is the following editorial:
TO MAEKE IT WOREKABLE

We have frequently expressed the opinion that the proposed
to come before the House
for debate today, is unwise—that its tendency will be still further
to raise production costs, to retard recovery and to intensify unem-
ployment. We print on this page today a letter from Leo Wolman,
one of the foremost students of labor problems in this country,
which presents an impressive economic argument against the bill,
Unfortunately, it does not seem likely that the question will be
decided in the present Congress on economic grounds. It seems
altogether probable at the moment that it will be decided by
political considerations, by emotional slogans and plausible
formulas.

The House wage-hour bill has the simplicity and directness
of a campalgn document. It provides at the end of 3 years for
a minimum of 40 cents an hour pay, In all sections and in all
interstate industries, and a maximum of a 40-hour standard week.
This 40-40 formula has such political neatness and charm that it
will not be easily abandoned merely because of awkward practical
conseguences.

We do not believe that any amendment to the House wage-hour
bill would make it economically acceptable. The problem is one
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which, by its very nature, can be satisfactorily dealt with only by
State law and close study of local situations. But on the assump-
tion that the House wage-hour bill in its main outlines is des-
tined to be passed in any case, it is important to ask what amend-
ments would be necessary to remove or reduce its more dangerous
poesibilities.

There are several such amendments. The most essential is one
that would substitute for the blindly automatic character of the
present bill's standards special study and reasonable administra-
tive discretion. This need not and should not take the form of a
permanent five-man labor standards board with the sweeping pow-
ers provided in the Senate wage-hour bill passed last year. It
should follow the procedure incorporated in the overwhelming
majority of existing State minimum-wage laws—the appointment
by an administrator in the Labor Department of special boards in
each industry, composed of representatives of labor, employers, and
the public, to investigate the particular conditions in that Indus-
try and to make recommendations for the administrator to adopt.
The minimum-wage and maximum-hour standards of the present
House bill, for the first 2 and succeeding years after its pas-
sage, might be retained as the extreme limits within which legal
changes could be ordered. This would make it possible to exer-
cise caution where the facts of an industry obviously made this
deeirable. It would also make it possible to introduce flexible
sectional differentials in wages.

Whether or not such an amendment were incorporated, an-
other amendment should be considered which, while not in itself
removing the purely automatic application of the proposed mini-
mum-wage and maximum-hour standards, would at least guard
us from acting entirely in the dark. In the House bill as it
stands, the Secretary of Labor is directed immediately after pas-
sage to determine which industries affect interstate commerce
and to order them to adopt the wage and hour standards within
& pericd of not more than 4 months. Instead of this, the bill
could provide that none of the proposed wage-hour standards
should be imposed before the end of the present calendar year;
but that the Secretary should meanwhile determine the industries
affected by the bill, and that all firms in those industries should
as of a given date report the number of persons on their pay roll
receiving less than 25 cents an hour, and those receiving less than
80, 35, and 40; with similar reports regarding hours above the
maximums fixed in the bill. In this way we could learn before
the standards went into effect how many persons would be
directly affected by them, and in what sections, industries, towns,
and firms these persons were. We would then be In position to
determine the scope and incidence of the measure and to trace
its effect upon the particular workers involved.

The criticisms of those who have argued that the wage-hour bill
would put many of its intended beneficlaries out of work have
been ignored by the advocates of the measure. But if those
advocates are so confident that these criticisms are baseless, they
should welcome all the statistical light possible on the measure's
effects on marginal workers. It is a strange fact that those who
have talked most of “soclal experiment” in recent years have been
least interested in tracing the exact results of their experiments,
though this would be the very first concern of any scientist.

While organized labor is supporting this measure it will
affect few, if any, of its members directly or immediately.
But in the long run it will affect, and adversely, the in-
terests of all organized labor.

It is certain that the enactment of any such bill will
result in the closing of many plants, which, for various and
sundry reasons, will be unable to survive any wage in-
crease or decrease of hours. This would mean increased
unemployment and the reduction of the number of jobs,
which, while not attractive, yet now provide a living, such as
it is, for many of our fellow citizens.

Another inevitable result would be to penalige the skilled
for the benefit of the unskilled, by a general leveling down
of the wages of the skilled to meet the necessity created by
the increase of the lowest wages caused by the minimum-
wage requirement. The experience with just such measures,
not only in ancient but also in very modern history, proves
the truth of this assertion. The skilled workers in Russia,
Italy, and Germany today bear mute testimony that this
byproduct cannot be avoided, and that the average of all
wages is not raised by fixing a minimum.

Another effect which would surely follow would be the
stimulation of the trend toward mechanization of industry.
Machines would still further add to the number of the un-
employed. Thus the evils of technocracy would be multi-
plied.

But over and above all these dire consequences would
come, as certain as night follows day, the abolition of the
principle of collective bargaining and the doom of all organi-
zations which exist for the benefit of labor. Labor’s cause,
in every case, if any such bill should become law, must be
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submitted to political despotism for determination—no
amount of pleading by its own chosen spokesmen could
change the edict of the dictator. His decrees would be
governed only by the political complexion of the adminis-
tration under which he might be serving.

The vast majority of you are so determined to pass this
bill, however, that I doubt if any of these arguments will
change a single vote. They have been advanced in the hope
that they may serve as a background for the final appeal I
am now to make. This final appeal is to your enlightened
selfishness. Even if you care not for the wreck and ruin you
are threatening to cause; even if you have forgotten the
Golden Rule and the fact that we are supposed to have here
in our great Nation a sympathetic sisterhood of free and equal
States, bound together in indissoluble union for the common
good; nevertheless you should not hurt yourselves in order to
hurt us!

The crying need of industry everywhere is of expanded
market demand—more purchasing power. Give the Cotton
Belt parity, either in prices for its products or in income, and
you have strengthened and expanded that market by the
infusion of a new buying power of an added billion dollars a
year. Parity prices for cotton and cottonseed alone last year
would have added $1,000,000,000 to what the farmers got
for those two products.

Add another billion to farm purchasing power by giving
parity to the wheat farmers, another billion for corn, and
S0 on.

That extra money will circulate with the velocity enhanced
by long-pent-up and unsatisfied demand. That money will
not stay in the hands of the farmers 1 day! It would be
spent to buy the products of industry. It would circulate at
a terrific rate. Economists tell us that circulation multiplies
each dollar at least 10 times and that it is the velocity of
circulation rather than the quantity of the circulating me-
dium which creates prosperity.

Therefore, three billions of new dollars in the hands of the
farmers of the Nation—three billion more units of initial
buying power—would mean a $30,000,000,000 increase in
annual business. If the farmers had received parity prices
or income last year there would have been no recession!

The fact that parity prices would give the farmers so much
additional money is no argument against the basic equity of
the proposition. Parity of prices means nothing more nor
less than cost of production plus a reasonable profit. Parity
means equality. Prices on a par with or equivalent to those
which are fixed for the products of industry.

Parity is fair. It would wipe out only unjust discrimina-
tion. You Republicans swear by Alexander Hamilton’s brief
for a high protective tariff, designed to benefit our infant
industries of a century ago. You should not forget that in
that brief of Hamilton’s he stated that while a high protective
tariff was desirable for the benefit of industry, its effect would
be to rob the farmers. He advocated in that same brief
bounties to farmers not as gratuities but as restitution.
Those infant industries for the protection of which Hamilton
pleaded are now hardly to be classed as infants. They are
United States Steel, Standard Oil, General Motors, and many
others which look to the unprotected farmer more like giants
than like babies. Yet many of you still insist upon the same
or even higher tariff benefits to protect them in their enjoy-
ment of their artificially high prices. All we are saying is
that this policy cannot be justified unless the cirele is com-
pleted and parity with the prices of industrial products be
assured to the farmers, who have no tariff protection.

The average cash income of each cotton farmer in Alabama
last year was $200! On such an annual income, how can
they buy your products? How can such incomes furnish a
market to Alabama, much less to you? How can those who
receive such incomes compete in the market for labor, when
this bill proposes as its goal $832 as the minimum annual
wage for industrial workers?

This is a national problem. We are all in the same eco-
nomic boat. You cannot get money from us which we have
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not. So why bore a hole in our end of the boat? Do so,
and your end will sink with ours.

In conclusion, I beg of you your careful consideration of
the amendment which I shall offer tomorrow. Ifs purpose
is to postpone the time when this bill should become
effective until the present disparity of income against those
who feed and clothe us all—the farmers of the Nation—
shall have been removed!

One word, and I am done. Do not think for a moment
that by increasing disparity of income at the expense of
the farmer you can benefit anyone! The first and best
remedy which should be applied to sick business is to do
justice to the American farmer! [Applause.]

[Here the gavel fell.]

Mr. WELCH, Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. CONNERY].

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Chairman, I am very thankful to the
genial gentleman from California for the few minutes allotted
to me. I am going to take but a few minutes because I can
see there is a great deal of pressure here for additional time,
There is no need of my taking any great length of time be-
cause this House should know how any Connery would
stand on & real wage and hour bill

I feel that the bill falls short of the goal that Billy Connery
had originally set for it, but there is no question about the
fact that this bill is far superior to the monstrosity which
was presented to us last fall and which I joined with other
Members in recommitting to the House Committee on Labor
for reconsideration. However, I feel that at last we have
a real bill before us.

I said a few seconds ago that I feel it falls short of some of
the ideals, as well as the goal that Billy Connery set for it,
but I would like to say in connection with that statement
that I believe one particular provision in which he was
wholeheartedly interested cannot be included in this bill
because of a ruling rendered heretofore, that it would not be
germane to the bill and that such a provision must come
from the Ways and Means Committee. This matter was
brought up here this afternoon by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Fisa]l and it is the provision with reference to
foreign importations. In connection with that, Billy Con-
nery prior to his death a year ago foresaw the necessity of
such legislation and introduced a resolution covering that
very situation which, if coupled with a real wage-and-hour
law, would take care of foreign competition in fine style.
There is now a petition on the Speaker's desk, petititon No.
35, by which I am seeking to discharge the Ways and Means
Committee from consideration of his resolution in order to
clear up this situation. Naturally, those who wish to protect
the job opportunities of American wage workers realize the
absolute need of having these provisions apply to products of
foreign workers which compete in the American markets
with products of American workers.

Tomorrow I feel that Billy Connery will be looking down
upon his former colleagues as they overwhelmingly pass this
wage and hour bill, happy in the knowledge that his great
desire has culminated in the successful passage of a real
wage and hour bill.

In connection with the bill, tomorrow I intend to offer an
amendment calling for a straight 40-cent minimum hourly
wage and a maximum workweek of 40 hours, with a time
and a half for overtime provision. Instead of having the
millions of workers now unemployed and those exploited
workers who lack real purchasing power wait 4 years, we
ought to put into the present bill right now this provision for
a 40-cent minimum wage and a 40-hour workweek, with time
and a half for overtime. In closing, may I remind the House
that last December the Members of the House rejected a
40-cent minimum wage and a 40-hour maximum workweek
provision by a majority of less than a dozen votes. I hope
the Members of the House who realize the deplorable condi-
tions of those who are asked to live on an income of less
than $13 a week will support this amendment.
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Mr. WELCH. Mr, Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. Murpock] such time as he may desire to
use,
Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. Mr. Chairman, I may vote
for this bill as is, but I would much prefer to see it
amended.

I want to say that for the good of my country I want to
see a floor under wages and ceiling over hours, to the end
that our unorganized labor, and all labor in sweatshop
industries, may be properly considered and treated by this
Government. My support of this type of legislation in gen-
eral arises out of the need as I recognize it of the industrial
portion of our country, rather than any need in the agri-
cultural, pastoral, intermountain portion of the country
whieh I represent.

Out in my part of the great West, labor is chiefly engaged
in the extractive industries. This is true of most mining,
smelting; and lumbering, as well as agriculture, horticulture,
and livestock raising out there, I feel that these extractive
industries such as we have in the great open spaces very
properly require a different set of regulations in keeping with
the different set of conditions, which are in marked con-
trast with conditions controlling manufacturing industries
here in the crowded cities.

If I had time I should like to indicate why I would be
willing to have a wage differential and an hour differential
based, not on political considerations or even on sectional
considerations, but based on the natural differences appear-
ing in the wide diversity of American industry over a vast
continent, We must be careful in our efforts to aid labor
in general that we do not harm both laborers and em-
ployers in the remote mountain regions of the West.

I feel that this type of legislation should apply to those
industries and areas where there is a surplus of laborers and
not so much to those industries and areas where there is a
scarcity of laborers. Is it not pessible to recognize this
natural diversity of conditions over a wide territory in
shaping this national legislation? I trust it may be done in
this bill by proper amendments, A

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. BiceLow] such time as he may desire to use.

Mr. BIGELOW. Mr. Chairman, I address myself to those
employers of Cincinnati who are asking me to vote “no” on
this wage and hour bill. I have to disappoint them and
vot'e ‘(m'}l %

Their opposition is based on what, no doubt, is an honest
conviction that this sort of legislation will do more harm than
good. They believe that when the Government, although
with the best of intentions, interferes with economic law, the
law strikes back and defeats the good intentions. They say
that when we raise wages by law we raise prices more than
wages, and thus lower in buying power the wages we seek to
raise. This, it is contended, can have no effect but to shrink
the volume of the Nation’s business and increase the numbers
of those who are crowded out of all employment. They say
that we drive a wedge in to lift people up, forgetting that the
underside of the wedge is pressing people down.

To this I reply. Yet, gentlemen, no one disputes this fact
that there are in State and interstate industries as many
people as there were chattel slaves of the South, who are wage
serfs today, with less security than the chattel slaves enjoyed.

I agree that there is a better way to free these wage serfs
than the one proposed. But we are not presented with an
alternative. It is this way or nothing now. I therefore dis-
regard this business logic. Abdve this logic I hear the voice of
One who said:

Inasmuch as ye have done it unto the least of these, my brethren,
ye have done it unto me.

Whatever the ultimate economic effect of this wage and
hour legislation may be, we are sure that the immediate
effect will be to improve the conditions of millions of our
people, the kind of people to whom it was said:

Come unto me all ye who labor and are heavy laden.
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It may be that if we passed this bill and stopped here we
would accomplish little or no lasting good. But if we have
the will to pass this legislation, we are more likely to move
on to more fundamental remedies. If, however, we close the
heart now, it is apt to stay closed against better ways of
doing justice. _

There is an economic institution, described in the old Bible,
called the Year of Jubilee. It was recognized that the dollars
of the rich bred dollars, while the debts of the poor bred
debts, until the burdens of rent and interest that were laid
on men’s backs were foo grievous to be borne. So it was
arranged that every 50 years all mortgages should be can-
celed, all accounts wiped out, and society should make a fresh
start debt-free. Our method of doing this is to have a
depression every 10 or 15 years. This old Bible idea was to
make this debt-unloading process a religious festival instead
of an epidemic of foreclosures and suicides.

The workers of America are staggering beneath a load of
debt. Out of their labor comes $15,000,000,000 a year tribute
for the use of our portion of the God-given earth. Out of
their labor comes another $15,000,000,000 interest, tribute
that is paid for the use of the money monopolized by the
money changers. Out of their labor comes also a $15,000,-
000,000 annual cost of a bureau-spawning Government.

This load of debts has grown too big to be endured. This
wage and hour bill will hardly lift a feather’s weight of
this burden. Sober-minded men are filled with dread as they
think of the next few years that are before us. They are
convinced that we are in for it—a vast liquidation when
dollars will turn to dimes, bonds will be bushels of waste
paper, houses of ivory will come down, the rich with the
poor alike will bite the dust. This wage and hour legis-
lation is pitifully poor insurance against these evil days.

Here is the legislation I would prefer to this poor little
25-cent bill: I would take over the Federal Reserve banks
and use the Nation’s credit to bring down the interest rate
on productive industry to a mere service charge. I would
abolish taxes on all improvements on the face of the earth
and redistribute this tax burden on land, not according to
its acreage but according to its site value.

Use the taxing power, not to penalize improvement but
to more fully bring land and labor together, and reduce the
interest rate to further encourage industry and increase
jobs.

This, I am convinced, is the way to open up so many jobs
for men that, instead of passing laws to bolster wages up,
we will have men running to Congress foolishly demanding
laws to keep wages down.

But my businessmen in Cincinnati will not listen to such
counsel. They do not read the signs of the times. They
do not even want this grudging little wage and hour. bill.
All they want, they say, is confidence. Well, the people who
are buried beneath the lava of Vesuvius had too much
confidence.

As for me, I shall vote for this wage and hour bill, if
that is all that Congress will do, because I know that it
will at least buy a little more milk for hungry children and
ease a bit the aching backs of old scrub women and light
some flickering candles of hope in darkest America. It is
worth something to give this assurance that a greéat Govern-
ment is regardful of these humblest of its citizens.

But I will continue to plead for more than minimum wages.
I will plead for maximum justice, a justice that will give
the American people freer access to their land and freer
use of their money. Thus, I think, we might turn the day of
judgment that we dread into a year of jubilee.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Luecke] 3 minutes.

Mr. LUECKE of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, my colleague
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Mapes] made a state-
ment to the effect that Michigan was not in a frame of mind
at this time for the wage and hour bill. Now, I have a lot
of respect for my colleague and I am surprised to think he
would get up on the floor and make a statement to cover the
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entire State, because I have received telegrams and letters
from manufacturers in my. district saying they want the
wage and hour bill, and I know, too, that not only do the
manufacturers want this bill but the workers to a man want
the bill; and not only in my district but in his distriet as
well,

I regret very much that sectionalism has been injected
into this discussion because this is a problem which affects
the entire country.

I had a novel experience while coming to Washington not
long ago. I stopped in an industrial town and went into a
store to make a purchase. I was standing at the counter
and noticed the proprietor had in his hand a number of
pay checks.

I asked him it is was pay day in town, and he said “yes,”
that the garment factory was paying off. I became inter-
ested right away and said that I supposed they paid a pretty
fair wage, as this was in the northern part of the country.

He said, “Oh, I don’t know about that. Do you want to
see some of these checks?”

That was just what I wanted to see. In looking over the
checks I found they ranged from $2 to $17 for 2 weeks' work,
and that happened in the North. From that it will be seen
that this is not a sectional bill. It applies to the whole
Nation.

The thing to remember about this bill is that it is not de-
signed to be a cure-all for industrial wages. It is merely
aimed at wiping out sweatshop conditions and child labor.
Those are the two salient features and should be kept in
mind. And if it will do that and nothing more this Con-
gress shall not have met in vain.

Democracies are being pressed on all sides the world
over. Dictatorships are fast displacing a heretofore free
people in many parts of the world. And why? Because no
thought was'given to the welfare of those people.

It is as plain to me as the night follows the day that our
democracy shall not endure unless liberal and progressive
legislation is enacted for the benefit of the masses. The
very essence of democracy is liberalism and surely there is
nothing radical nor unreasonable in this bill.

Sweatshop wages and conditions are the breeding places
of ecrime. It is from there that immorality springs. Wages
of $5 and $6 per week have caused more girls to go wrong
and sent more boys on a life of crime than anything else
in our Nation.

President Roosevelt in a speech to the House last year
said that we have now arrived at the social frontiers and
that hereafter our greatest concern should be correcting
abuses which prevail to the detriment of humanity.

This bill is a step in that direction. We have overcome
territorial frontiers and are now at the social frontier, If
is going to take as much courage and determination to con-
quer the social frontiers as it did to overcome the territorial
frontiers.

I do not mean to say that those who oppose this bill
have not the courage of their convictions. I believe that
they are honest and true in their opinions. But I do think
that they do not understand the situation which confronts
us today. We are no longer a pioneer nation.

I believe this bill is constitutional. It 'does not delegate
any power except to a constituted authority, the Secre-
tary of Labor. Any law must be administered by some
executive department.

‘What I mean to say is that the bill says so much must
be paid, so many hours must be worked. It does not leave
it to the discretion of any department or board or com-
mission. I believe that this is the only way a wage and
hour bill can come within the Constifution. This is the
democratic way to attack the problem of underpaid workers
in industry.

Mr. Chairman, the workers of the Nation look to us for the
enactment of this kind of legislation. 'They are watching us
with anxiety. We cannot afford to let them down. If we
do we will shake their faith in democratic government, and
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once that faith is shaken it can never be retrieved. The very
life of the Nation as a democracy depends on this bill and
bills of a like nature.

The next step which we should take should be toward a
cost of production program for the farmer. The two go
hand in hand in my opinion. The workers of the Nation
should not be asked to work for less than a certain amount
and the farmers should not be asked to sell their products
for sweatshop prices. That is the next step.

The workers and farmers are the foundation of society.
If the foundation is not secure we cannot have a sound and
firm nation. That is a law which holds good not only in
structures built of material, but in society built up of
humanity.

I am firmly convinced that a floor under wages is a solid
cornerstone in the social foundation, and I hope the time
will come when we will insert another cornerstone in the
shape of minimum farm prices. [Applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Michi-
gan has expired.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield now to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. DEMvuTH].

THE “NO MAN'S LAND"” OF ETHICS

Mr. DEMUTH. Mr, Chairman, the American manufactur-
ers, businessmen, and merchants have established in the
United States a relation of confidence between the buyer
and seller because of established policy, price, gquality, and
business ethics nowhere equaled in the entire world. This
condition existing between the producer used in the broad
sense and the consumer has worked to the great advantage
of both producer and consumer, has built a feeling of con-
fidence, fair play and brought about a most healthiul condi-
tion in this relationship and has made business transactions
most pleasant. Nowhere in any particular branch of our
economic and industrial system is ethics so well established
and to great advantage of business in particular and to the
benefit of all our peoples. All our manufacturers, producers,
and sales organizations boast of their definitely established
policies and business ethics. Morals, fair play, and law of
self-preservation and true American sportsmanship no doubt
were the driving factors in establishing this condition in this
particular zone of industrial, commercial, and business
America.

The social relations of the people of America compare
most favorably with those of any other country. Our people
are most honorable, charitable, unselfish, and moral to the
end that our lives on this earth are much more pleasant than
would be the case without these fundamental laws which are
indelibly imprinted on the soul of each man through the
teachings of the Bible and brought to us by Christ.

There are many established rules and customs in the pro-
ducer-consumer relations which no doubt are based on
morals and self-preservation. I do not think that a man
would claim that any of the rules of fair play on the field of
sports hurts the game of football, racing, boxing, baseball,
tennis, or any other game. In fact we condemn poor sports-
manship here in America and hiss the offenders,

There is a moral obligation felt by every human being and
a deep sense of responsibility established in every man to
support his wife and his offspring. I am inclined to think
that man labors and receives his pay more as a partner in
that family and that money is delivered by him as agent to
the members of his family that in no small part it is also
theirs. So great is his feeling of responsibility to his family,
if he squanders the money he feels he is squandering their
money. In industry therefore he is in a sense the repre-
sentative of the family. He renders a service for wages for
the family. The family is the fundamental and necessary
foundation of scciety and our existence. You must agree
that because of great inherent humane responsibility man
toils merely to feed, cloth, and educate his children and
support his wife. The wage relationship concern them really
more than they do him.
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Incentive and ambition is the driving force of progress
and all businessmen like to be successful and a profit is
necessary for continuance in business. Likewise, accumula-
tion of wealth brings with it a certain amount of prestige
and honor. In America, unfortunately, we do not consider
so much how it was brought about. We do not consider
whether or not the children of these employees went hungry
and fell victims of tuberculosis because of lack of nourish-
ment; that members of the employee’s family went without
medical attention, proper clothing, or education. We are apt
to pass that off as not his responsibility, but part of the work
of charity. We are inclined to reserve our charity, humane
consideration and fair play until we have accumulated suf-
ficient wealth to practice it professionally, which in most
instances are a failure. The many victims we have left in
the wake of our reckless drive for profit are never com-
pensated. Nor is paternalism in industry born cut of charity,
but generally with thought of trading a shiny dime for a
quarter.

Certainly it is not necessary that there be a “no man’s
land” in morals, fair play, and fundamental ethics, and obli-
gations of the employer-employee relationship. While the em-~
ployee is the only part of the family with whom the employer
contacts, nevertheless, the obligation is with the family and
in turn with all the people, and therefore is of vital im-
portance to the general welfare and the continuance of
our democracy.

It would be as inconsistent to contend that such funda-
mental laws, rules based on moral laws, obligations to society
and our humane existence in regard to wages cannot apply
with great good to all the people including the employers as
to contend with these established policies, and business ethics
have not helped in producer-consumer field of our business
economy or to contend that all rules for fair play ruins all
our athletic contests, and all our social and economic rela-
tions.

No industry can be but of negative value to society if its
existence is predicated upon the paying of wages lower than
that required to support the American family up to estab-

‘lished standards in America. Because of their morals and

filial obligation, men in industry are in a vulnerable posi-
tion. Should good order and decency prevail in this field
or should laissez faire be permitied in order that certain
citizens might carry on their depredations? Certain funda-
mental standards are established in the wage and hour
bill that will so materially benefit the industries and pro-
ducers as well that it will greatly improve our capitalistic
system which is so greatly in need of strengthening at this
particular time. This wage and hour bill is the first step
in our economy toward improving the purchasing power of a
large group of our people and it will reengage some of our
productive forces. Our economy is not a one-sided proposi-
tion. To date all our attention has been directed toward
production and increasing the standards in that field. Much
more attention and effort must now be directed toward
making these benefits accessible to the people of our Re-
public. It can be done and when it is there can be no doubt
but that the capitalistic system can flourish and improve
under our democratic form of government.

Mr. Chairman, we must establish labor standards and prin-
ciples in our country.

In this particular part of our economy we have a ‘“no man’s
land” of ethics.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield now to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. Vooru1is].

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Chairman, this wage-hour bill
amounts simply to an attempt to raise a little the standards
of the poorest paid workers of this country. It represents a
statement by Congress that there is a standard below which
no American citizen shall be asked to work.

Cerfainly the standard is modest enough., With millions
unemployed it is indeed difficult to see how a logical argu-
ment can be made for a longer workweek than 40 hours.
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But even that standard will not be reached for 2 years’ time;
and the bill, of course, does not actually forbid a workweek
of a longer duration, but requires that if a man does work
additional time he shall be paid time and a half for it.

The 25-cent minimum wage for which the bill provides in
the first year of operation spells only $10 a week, and about
$40 per month, and $480 a year. Even when we get up to a
40-cent minimum at the end of 3 years workers proteeted
by the act will only be receiving $768 for a year’s work if
they do not lose a single regular working day. Can anyone
say these standards are too high? Can anyone say that if
there are people working for less wages than these—and we
know there are—the whole Nation will not benefit by an
increase in their incomes? These are the people who need
sheets and bread and a little meat. They are the people
whose lack of buying power presents the most serious prob-
lem of all for our agriculture.

This bill is not an organized labor bill at all. There prob-
ably are not more than a handful of organized workers in
the Nation who get wages as low as those provided in this
bill. This bill is for the protection of a group of people who
have no means of speaking for themselves—millions of them
women, all of them underpaid workers. They have no lobby
here, They cannot have. That probably is the reason it
has been such an uphill struggle to pass this bill.

Finally the bill means that the Congress is saying that
competition shall not extend beyond a certain point so far
as wages and hours are concerned. Congress is saying that
competition must be conducted by means of greater ef-
ficiency, better products, wiser planning, but not by means
of taking it out of the very minimum livelihood of the wage
earners, -

And so the bill offers protection to the employer who has
tried to do the fair thing but has not always been able to
because his competitors have undercut him in the matter of
wages.

This bill is right. Above all, its passage will be proof that
the Government of the United States has a sufficient sense
of social responsibility so that once in a while the Congress
will pass a law which is not wrung from it by political pres-
sure, but which is passed just because it gives a small meas-
ure of justice to a group of our people all too long neglected.
It is easy to enact measures which powerful groups demand.
The test of our sincerity comes only when we are called
upon to pass a bill like this one where only a sense of
justice drives us to action.

It is true that the South has been terribly exploited by
northern and eastern finance and industry. But this ex-
ploitation has been accomplished primarily by the exaction
of interest payments and the drawing off into northern
treasuries of the profits of absentee-owned southern mills
and factories. Wages which these mills and factories pay to
their workers however, are not so easily or so quickly si-
phoned out of the South. Those wages must and will be
spent in the South. I sincerely hope that the effect of the
bill will be to narrow, not to increase, as some have sug-
gested would happen, the spread between the standards of
living for the masses of people in the various parts of the
Nation.

This bill clearly is only a feeble beginning. Its standards
are, when we analyze them, tragically low. But I am con-
vinced it is a start in one of the right directions we must go.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield now to the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. WOLVERTON].

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Chairman, the Labor Committee
of the House of Representatives having recommended a
wage and hour bill for approval by the Congress of the
United States it is regrettable, that under the rules of the
House, it was possible for eight members of the Rules Com-
mittee to prevent action by the House until 218 Members
of the House, a majority of the whole membership, had
signed a petition that would enable the membership to
vote upon the question of whether the bill should be con-
sidered. Although the action of the Rules Committee was
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within the rules of the House, nevertheless it was a denial
of a right that is fundamental in our form of government.

During my service in the House I have always deemed it
to be my duty to assist in bringing to the floor of the
House any bill, favorably recommended by a committee and
having the support of a considerable portion of our citizen-
ship. The purpose, or, underlying theery, of our form of
government is that the will of the majority should prevail.
As representatives of the people, to express by our votes
what we conceive to be the will of those whom we repre-
sent, our right and duty to do so is precluded when action
is taken by the Rules Committee to prevent any bill from
coming to the floor of the House. Consequently in this, as
on other occasions, I have signed the petition that has made
action by the House possible and upon the vote being taken
I have voted to discharge the committee of the bill. The
overwhelming majority by which this motion was carried
indicates the strong demand there is for such legislation.

The wage and hour bill represents an endeavor to pro-
vide a foundation for wages and a ceiling for hours. The
conditions that exist in many sections of our country are
appalling and create a necessity for this type of legislation
if we are to maintain our American standard of living.
Sweatshops and child labor have no right to exist any-
where in this Nation. Their continued existence is in-
defensible.

The bill, as recommended by the committee, provides &
universal, Nation-wide minimum rate of pay of 25 cents per
hour with a provision that it shall be increased to 40 cents
within a period of 3 years; and a ceiling for hours of un-
employment which provides for 44 hours per week with a
provision that it shall be reduced to 40 hours within a
period of 2 years. Thus, the bill provides a rate of wage
below which no employee can go, and a limit for hours
above which no employer can require his employees to work.

It is estimated that the enactment of this legislation will
immediately benefit 3,000,000 workers who are now under-
paid and overworked. It will extend to those who work in
industries that are interstate in scope the same protection
as is now accorded to workers in States that have minimum
wage laws affecting industries that are local or only State-
wide in character. Thus, this bill gives national scope to a
principle that is already recognized by many of our States.
The fundamental principle upon which this, and all similar
legislation is based, is that no industrial worker should be
allowed to work for wages which are less than the amount
required to provide a decent standard of living. .

A further reason that justifies the enactment of this
legislation relates to the employer. It is within the knowl-
edge of all that there are employers throughout the Nation
as to whom it is unnecessary to enact laws to compel them
to fix decent wages and hours of work. They have done so
voluntarily. But every one of such employers is at the
mercy of the “chiseler” in his particular industry, who by
low wages and long hours creates an unfair competition
that is difficult, if not impossible, for the employer paying
the higher wages to meet. Thus, this legislation will directly
benefit those employers who are compelled to face the
unfair competition created by the unscrupulous employer
who gets all he can out of his employees and at the lowest
possible wage.

The critical unemployment situation that now exists must
be remedied. With 13,000,000 unemployed we are faced
with a problem, the solution of which is of paramount im-
portance. So long as this continues to exist it will be neces-
sary for the Federal, State, and local governments to con-
tribute huge sums of money for relief. This cannot con-
tinue indefinitely without creating a situation that will
become increasingly difficult to handle both from the stand-
point of the financial burden and the morale of the people
who are unemployed. These latter will not continue to be
satisfied with a small dole or work-relief projects that pay
only meager wages. The amount being received from either
of these is so small that it cannot do anything more than




1938 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 7325

keep body and soul together, and hardly that. For 8
years many of these unemployed have not enjoyed any of
the comforts that brings joy into life. Our much-talked-of
American standard of living—the highest in the world—has
been greatly undermined and for many has become only &
memory. There can be no real change in this situation un-
til the unemployed are again able to find employment in
regular jobs and at regular wages. I realize that this is no
easy task. I realize, however, that much that could have
been done by the administration to bring this about has
heen either overlooked or refused.

The present legislation, fixing wages and hours for those
engaged in industry that is interstate in character, is a step
in the direction of remedying the unfortunate conditions
that now prevail, It will not cure the entire unemployment
problem. No wage and hour bill could be drawn that would
do so. This bill, however, does seek to remedy the situation
in one important particular. It is generally recognized that
in a time of widespread unemployment the quest for jobs
creates a condition that makes it easy, for employers so
inclined, to increase hours of labor. Those who seek em-
ployment under such circumstances are willing, by force
of circumstances, to work any number of hours for any kind
of pay in order that they and their families may survive.
It is a condition such as this that enables sweatshops to
operate to the advantage of those who operate them, and,
likewise drive children into industry to help piece out the
meager wages received by the father or mother. When we
realize that these unjustifiable conditions exist today in
many industries, in different sections of the country, with-
out any restraint of law it becomes clear that something
must be done for those who are the victims. Common de-
cency demands it and our prestige as a nation suffers as
long as it is permitted to exist.

In addition to the desire to improve working conditions
there is also an expectation that this legislation will have
a beneficial effect in reducing the number of unemployed.
This expectation is based upon the thought that limitation
of hours of employment should produce a wider spread of
employment and thereby reduce the number of unemployed.
If this desirable end is accomplished then this bill will prove
a valuable contribution to the solution of the most pressing
problem with which we are faced today.

In conclusion, I wish to make some reference to those
who have communicated with me expressing their opposition
to the enactment of this bill. Some of these have objected
merely because of some particular clause in the bill, or,
because of what may seem to be a possible injustice in the
application of the bill under certain contingencies. Amend-
ments have been made to the bill that will correct some of
the objections that have been mentioned, particularly with
reference to seasonal occupations and preservation of good-
stuffs, and, others that deal with particular conditions that
are possible of amendment without destroying the under-
lying purpose of the bill. Some of those who have objected,
however, have done so upon an apparent misunderstanding
of the reasons that make this legislation necessary. I am
confident that many such have done so without any personal
knowledge of the actual conditions which now exist and
which make this legislation necessary. It is all too true
that “one half does not know how the other half lives.”
If they did, then, I am sure they could understand the pur-
pose that actuates the desire to enact this legislation.
EKnowing as I do, from intimate contact with those who
labor, the conditions that make this legislation necessary
I would be false to my conscience and lax in my duty if I
did not give my support to this measure. I have done so
each time the matter has been before the House and feel
justified in doing so until it is written into the law of our
country.

Mr. WELCH. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs. NorTon].

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I have asked these 5 min-
utes in order to yield them to the gentleman from Iowa [MTr.

Brermann], whom I promised to yield to earlier in the day. I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. BierManN].

Mr. BIERMANN. Mr. Chairman, I signed the petition to
bring out this bill and I hope to be able to vote for it. But,
like many other Members from farm areas, it will be hard for
me to vote for it unless some of the hardship it now imposes
on farmers is removed from the bill. We concede to the
Members from the large cities a better knowledge of the labor
situation there than we possess. And, by the same token, we
believe we have a befter knowledge of what should be done
in the farming areas than Members from the large cities.

The bill, as presently worded, imposes hardships on the
farmers, which in no way serve the purpose of the bill. In
section 2 the purpose of the bill is declared to be to remedy
“substandard labor conditions.” Nobody complains of sub-
standard labor conditions in the creameries, cheese factories,
and similar institutions in the farming areas. As Charles W.
Holman, secretary of the National Cooperative Milk Pro-
ducers’ Federation, says:

Persons employed in agricultural processing plants in country
districts are well paid and are envied persons in their community.
Farm labor and, indeed, many farmers themselves would be happy
to change places with those persons fortunate enough to be em-
ployed in creameries, cheese factories, and country milk plants.

Tomorrow I shall offer the following amendment, which I
hope the committee will accept:

Strike out subsection (g) of section 3 and insert in lieu thereof:

“(g) ‘Employees engaged in agriculture’' includes individuals em-
ployed within the area of production engaged in the handling,
packing, storing, ginning, compressing, processing, pasteurizing,
drying, or otherwise preparing agricultural commodities for
market.”

Nearly every large farm organization in the United States
has endorsed this amendment. I know of none that opposes
it. It is a well-known fact that most of the cost—in most
cases all of it—of running these farm factories is taken out
of the amount the farmer receives for his product.

And here is the point, important for the big factory labor-
ers—employment of labor goes up and down, closely follow-
ing the total income of the American farmers. In 2 to 6
months after farm income drops, employment in the cities
declines. In 2 to 6 months after farm income booms, em-
ployment in the cities increases. So, in arguing for this
amendment, we are, in effect, pleading the cause of city
labor.

Now why do we want farm factories exempted from the
terms of this bill? Because they have to be conducted in
most cases in a way very different than the way the big city
factory is run. Referring to plants handling milk, Charles
W. Holman says:

The hours which they work are dependent upon the flow of milk
from the farms into the plants. * * * At certain times of the
year production is much higher than others, resulting in keeping
plants open longer hours than in normal times. In the winter,
snow and slush make dellveries from farm to plants erratic, but
they must keep open until all of the farmers’' milk has been taken
care of. Truck break-downs require the keeping open of plants
longer than normal on certain occasions., In addition the plants
are active at certain periods of day and during other periods there
is very little work for men to do. Nevertheless they must be
around the plant.

I have a letter from E. S. Estel, secretary-treasurer of the
Iowa State Dairy Association, in which he says:

If your amendment fails to pass the wage and hour bill would
place a serious handicap on dalry plants and especially the smaller
ones that are so numerous in the northeastern section of Towa.

Because a large volume of the butter made in Iowa, as well as
tle other principal dairy States, is produced during the period May
1 to August 1, or during the grass season, it is extremely difficult
for dairy plants to obtaln additional satisfactory workers during
this short, busy season.

Mr. Estel directed my attention to the fact that creamery
employees in Iowa in district meetings held last winter over-
whelmingly favored the present hourly working basis which
necessitates longer days during the short, busy seasons and
provides short days in the slack periods.

The employees in these farm factories are not complain-
ing. They know that the nature of their business requires
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elastic hours—and they know that the rigid rules laid down
in this bill would not work in the farm factories. We
should not disrupt these little businesses, which are handling
farm products directly from the farm and which are supply-
ing good jobs to satisfled employees. I want to quote from
a letter received from H. H. Woldum, manager of the
Decorah Produce Co., in my home town. He says:

So far as we are concerned it would be absolutely impossible
to conform with the requirements of this law and stay in busi-
ness. At certain times of the year when we are not busy we
could possibly comply with the provisions of this law if it was
possible to get the necessary help whenever it was needed, but
during the rush of the egg or poultry season it would be impossible
as we then have to work overtime and sometimes work half the
night and even longer in order to take care of the business.

The amendment I have proposed would strengthen this
bill without sanctioning substandard labor. It would save
the farmers of America from an expense they should
not be subjected to. No good purpose would be served by
including farm factories in this bill. Wage and hour
legislation on a national scale is an experiment in America.
Is it not wise to move cautiously? The bill is framed with
big factory conditions in mind. Why include little farm
factories, where labor conditions are good? The organized
farmers of America ask that this amendment be adopted.
Its adoption would not weaken the bill. The bill is aimed
at substandard labor conditions. We ask you to exempt
industries in which substandard labor conditions do not
exist. [Applause.]

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I now yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. PATRICK].

Mr. PATRICE. Mr. Chairman, I was very heartily im-
pressed by what my colleague from Alabama [Mr. HoBessl
sald. There is no controverting most of the things that he
said, in fact all of them are true, perhaps, but I am support-
ing this measure. I do not see how we can ever reach the
conclusion that we can lift our section, the South, out of the
condition that has prevailed for several years by keeping
it on a low-wage plane. The only way that we can do it is
to go along with whatever legislation is necessary to lift it
to a better station among the activities of the Nation. We
can only do this one leg at a time. I suppose always, when
sweeping legislation of this kind is offered, which covers a
whole Nation, every section wants its boost first. I was dis-
turbed over the previous wages-hours measure which we
voted to recommit because of the rate discrimination and
the extra haul expense we have to absorb to get our goods
into the South. I do not see now how any fair lawmaker
can take half a glance in the direction of this measure and
not vote to get away from the unhappy discrimination that
has assailed our section of the country so long. But we
must be content to see our laws passed one measure at a
time. So, unless it is ruined by amendments, I shall vote for
this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ala-
bama, has expired.

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs. NorTON].

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, having no further re-
quests for time I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. COX. Mr. Chairman, when the unanimous-consent
request was submitted for the extension of time for gen-
eral debate I raised no objection, having in mind, of course,
in view of the fact that I have been consistent in my
opposition to this proposal, that I would have some time
to debate this vital and all-important measure.

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman submitting a parlia-
mentary inquiry?

Mr, COX, I am.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. COX. At that time, however, those in charge of the
time were not permitted to give me, I presume in view of the
fact——

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COX, I yield.
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Mrs. NORTON. I did not have any request for time from
the gentleman, but I shall be very glad to yield the balance
of my time to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Cox].

Mr. COX. Mr, Chairman, I made the request on the floor,
and the answer to my request was that 40 minutes would
be yielded to the opposition, and the gentlewoman yielded
that time to one of my colleagues from Georgia [Mr. Rams-
pEcK]. In view of that statement I did not later petition
for time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands that the gentle-
woman from New Jersey is willing to yield to the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Coxl the balance of her time.

Mr.-COX. Mr. Chairman, I could not even scratch the
face of this important question in a discussion of 1, 2, or 3
minutes. I take this opportunity to say that I have the hope
and expectation of being able at least briefly to discuss the
bill on tomorrow on my own time and within my own
rights. :

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That this act may be cited as the “Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938."

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the Committee
do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee arose; and Mr. Raysury having
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. McCORMACK,
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union, reported that that Committee, having had
under consideration the bill (S. 2475) to provide for the
establishment of fair labor standards in employments in and
affecting interstate commerce, and for other purposes, had
come to no resolution thereon,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that all Members may have 5 legislative days from the final
vote on the wage and hour bill in which to revise and ex-
tend their own remarks in the Recorbp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr, HOBBS. Mr. Speaker, in addition to the general
authority which has just been granted, I ask unanimous
consent to include in the extension of my remarks a short
editorial and statement.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.

Mr. RAMSPECEK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to include in connection with my address certain excerpts
from the President’s message, from the hearings on the bill,
as well as certain letters and editorials.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. VOORHIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my own remarks in the Recorp and to include a short
excerpt from an article appearing in the Saturday Evening
Post of December 21, 1907.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from California?

There was no objection.

Mr. MAPES. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
include in the remarks I made this afternoon a news item
and an editorial in the Washington Post, to which I referred.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Michigan?

There was no objection,

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my own remarks in the Recorp and
to include therein a short table,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection,
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Mr. SWOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my own remarks in the Appendix of the Recorp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. DIES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to in-
clude in the extension of my remarks quotations from a letter
from Miss Perkins to me, and also a letter from the executive
secretary of the A. F. of L. in Texas, as well as the statement
of Mr. H. C. Fleming, president of the International Oil
Workers’ Union.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MURDOCK of Arizona. At Kirksville, Mo., on the
evening of May 19, I spoke at a banquet in honor of the new
president of a great teachers’ college at that place. As it
was a propitious moment, I recounted some of the educa-
tional achievements of earlier presidents, such as John R.
Kirk and Eugene Fair. I ask unanimous consent to include
in the Recorp the address which I made on that occasion,
thinking that it has some educational as well as commemo-
rative value.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Arizona?

There was no objection.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to revise and extend the remarks I made today and to in-
clude therein a statement with reference to the foreign-
trade agreements as applied to this bill.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. WHITE]
may extend his remarks in the Recorp and include several
short tables.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. HEALEY. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend the remarks I made today and include
therein a table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
include in my remarks a letter from Mr. Jackson, Solicitor
General, also the statement of Mr. Cohen before the sub-
committee of the Committee on Labor considering the wage
and hour bill, and I request that that follow immediately
the statement of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
RAMSPECK].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentlewoman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CocHrAN], may be
permitted to extend his own remarks in the Recorp and in-
clude therein an editorial from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentlewoman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of the
RECORD, may I say that the gentlewoman from New York,
Mrs. O'Day, is unable to be present on account of illness.
If she were present, she would be glad to support the wage
and hour bill,

The gentleman from Indiana, Mr. GriswoLD, a member
of the Committee on Lahor, is unahble to be here on account
of illness.

HOUR OF MEETING

Mrs. NORTON. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that when the House adjourns this evening it adjourn to
meet tomorrow morning at 11 o’clock.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the
request of the gentlewoman from New Jersey?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to
Mrs. O'Day, indefinitely, on account of illness.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. PARSONS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills,
reported that that committee did on this day present to
the President, for his approval, bills of the House of the
following titles:

H.R.1486. An act to amend section 30 of the act of
March 2, 1917, entitled “An act to provide a civil govern-
ment for Porto Rico, and for other purposes”;

H. R.4222. An act for the relief of Mary Kane, Ella Benz,
Muriel Benz, John Benz, and Frank Restis;

H.R.4276. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to
create a juvenile court in and for the District of Columbia,”
and for other purposes;

H.R.4650. An act to amend section 40 of the United
States Employees’ Compensation Act, as amended;

H. R.4852. An act to provide for the creation of the Sara-
toga National Historical Park in the State of New York,
and for other purposes;

H. R.5633. An act to provide additional funds for build-
ings for the use of the diplomatic and consular establish-
ments of the United States;

H.R.5974. An act to authorize payments in lieu of allot-
ments to certain Indians of the Klamath Indian Reserva-
tion in the State of Oregon, and to regulate inheritance of
restricted property within the Klamath Reservation;

H.R.6410. An act granting a pension to Mary Lord Har-
rison;

H.R.7104. An act for the relief of the estate of F. Gray
Griswold;

H.R.7534. An act to protect the telescope and scientific
observations to be carried on at the observatory site on
Palomar Mountain by withdrawal of certain public land
included within the Cleveland National Forest, Calif., from
location and entry under the mining laws;

H. R.7553. An act to amend the laws of Alaska imposing
taxes for carrying on business and trade;

H.R.T7711. An act to amend the act approved June 19,
1934, entitled the “Communications Act of 1934”;

H.R.T778. An act to amend section 26, title I, chapter 1,
of the act entitled “An act making further provision for a
civil government for Alaska, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved June 6, 1900;

H.R.7827. An act to authorize public-utility districts in
the Territory of Alaska to incur bonded indebtedness, and
for other purposes;

H.R.8008. An act to provide for the purchase of public
lands for home and other sites;

H.R.8148. An act to amend Public Law No. 692, Seventy-
fourth Congress, second session;

H.R. 8177. An act to create a commission to be known as
the Alaskan International Highway Commission;

H. R. 8203. An act for the inclusion of certain lands in the
Kaniksu National Forest in the State of Washington, and
for other purposes;

H.R. 8373. An act for the relief of List & Clark Consfruc-
tion Co.;

H.R. 8404, An act to authorize the Territory of Hawaii to
convey the present Maalaea Airport on the island of Maui,
Territory of Hawaii, to the Hawailian Commercial & Sugar
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Co,, Ltd., in part payment for 300.71 acres of land at Pulehu-
Nui, island of Maui, Territory of Hawaii, to be used as a site
for a new airport;

H.R.8487. An act confirming to Louis Labeaume, or his
legal representatives, title to a certain tract of land located
in St. Charles County, in the State of Missouri;

H.R. 8700, An act relating to the retirement of the jus-
tices of the Supreme Court of the Territory of Hawaii and
Jjudges of the United States District Court for the Territory
of Hawaii;

H.R.8715. An act to authorize the Secretary of Com-
merce of the United States to grant and convey to the State
of Delaware fee title to certain lands of the United States
in Kent County, Del., for highway purposes;

H.R.9123. An act to authorize the Secretary of War to
lease to the village of Youngstown, N. Y., a portion of the
Fort Niagara Military Reservation, N. Y.;

H.R.9358. An act to authorize the withdrawal and reser-
vation of small tracts of the public domain in Alaska for
schools, hospitals, and for other purposes;

H.R.9577. An act to amend section 402 of the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, fo further provide for the settlement of
ocean-mail contract claims;

H.R.9688. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Ohio
River between Rockport, Ind., and Owensboro, Ky.;

H.R.9722. An act to amend section 5 of an act entitled
“An act to provide for the construction and maintenance of
roads, the establishment and maintenance of schools, and
the care and support of insane persons in the district of
Alaska, and for other purposes,” approved Ja.nuary 21, 1905
(33 Stat. 616) ;

H. R. 10004. An act to amend an act entitled, “An act to
incorporate the Mounf Olivet Cemetery Co. in'the District
of Columbia™;

H.R.10117. An act granting the consent of Congress to
construct, maintain, and operate a toll bridge, known as the
Smith Point Bridge, across navigable waters at or near
Mastie, southerly to Fire Island, Suffolk County, N, Y.;

H.R.10118. An act granting the consent of Conms to'

construct, maintain, and operate toll bridges, known as the
Long Island Loop Bridges, across navigable waters at or
near East Marion to Shelter Island, and Shelter Island to
North Haven, Suffolk County, N. Y.;

H.R.10190. An act to equalize certain allowances for
quarters and subsistence of enlisted men of the Coast Guard
with those of the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps;

H.R.10193. An act authorizing the temporary detail of
United States employees, possessing special qualifications, to
governments of American republics and the Philippines, and
for other purposes;

H.R.10351. An act to extend the times for commencing
and completing the construction of a bridge across the Co-
lumbia River at Astoria, Clatsop County, Oreg.;

H.R.10535. An act to amend the Second Liberty Bond
Act, as amended;

H.R.10704. An act to amend section 4132 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended;

H. J. Res. 447. Joint resolution to protect the copyrights
and patents of foreign exhibitors at the Pacific Mercado In-
ternational Exposition, to be held at Los Angeles, Calif., in
1940; and

H.J.Res. 622. Joint resolution authorizing the President
of the United States of America to proclaim October 11,
1938, General Pulaski's Memorial Day for the observance
and commemoration of the death of Brig. Gen. Casimir
Pulaski.

ADJOURNMENT

Mrs. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o’clock and
24 minutes p. m.), under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until tomorrow, Tuesday, May 24, 1938, at 11 o’cleck
a.m,
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COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE

There will be a meeting of Mr. MaLoNEY’S subcommittee
of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce at
10 a. m. Tuesday, May 24, 1938. Business to be considered:
Continuation of hearings on H. R. 4358, train dispatchers.

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m., Wednesday, May 25,
1938. Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 10348,
foreign radio-telegraph communication.

There will be a meeting of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce at 10 a. m., Thursday, May 26, 1938.
Business to be considered: Hearing on H. R. 10127, railroad
unemployment insurance,

COMMITTEE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The Subcommittee on Public Health of the Committee on
the District of Columbia will meet Tuesday, May 24, 1938,
at 10:30 a. m., in room 345 House Office Building, to
consider H. R. 10341, amending Dental Practice Act.

COMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION

The Committee on Immigration and Naturalization will
hold executive hearings Wednesday, May 25, 1938, at 10:30
a. m. in room 445, House Office Building, for the con-
sideration of H. R. 9907, and other unfinished business.

COMMITTEE ON THE POST OFFICE AND POST ROADS
A hearing will be conducted by the full Committee on the

Post Office and Post Roads at 10:30 a. m. Thursday, May
26, 1938, on H. R. 9917, obscene literature.
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS
There will be a meeting of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, in the Capitol Building, May 24, 1938, at 10 a. m.,
to consider the following: S. 3104, claims, Republic of Mex-

ico; H. R. 99383, Golden Gate International Exposition;
H. R. 10687, certain cifizens, American republics, education.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

1377. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV a letter from the Sec-
retary of the Navy, transmitting a draft of a proposed bill
to provide for the award of certain contracts by the Secre-
tary of the Navy, was taken from the Speaker’s table and
referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT,

Mr. WOODRUM: Committee on Appropriations. House
Joint Resolution 693. Joint resolution making an appropria-
tion to aid in defraying expenses of the observance of the
seventy-fifth anniversary of the Battle of Gettysburg; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 2424). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. McGEHEE: Commitftee on the District of Columbia.
H. R. 10642. A bhill to amend an act entitled “District of
Columbia Alley Dwelling Act,” approved June 12, 1934, and
for other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No. 2425). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. BLAND: Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries. H. R. 10650. A bill to provide for a modified 5-year
building program for the United States Bureau of Fisheries;
with amendment (Rept. No. 2426). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. BLAND: Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisher-
ies. H. R. 10690. A bill to authorize the construction of cer-
tain vessels for the Coast and Geodetic Survey, Department
of Commerce, and for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No. 2427). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. LEMKE: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R.
7868. A hill to provide for conveying to the State of North
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Dakota certain lands within Burleigh County within that
State for public use; with amendment (Rept. No. 2430).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. KEELLER: Committee on the Library. House Joint
Resolution 664. Joint resolution authorizing the selection
of a site and the erection thereon of “The Columbian
Fountain” in Washington, D. C.; with amendment (Rept.
No. 2433). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII,

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. S. 2557. An act for the relief of William T. J.
Ryan; without amendment (Rept. No. 2428). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. H. R. 667. A bill to correct the records of the War
Department to show that Guy Carlton Baker and Calton
C. Baker or Carlton C. Baker is one and the same person;
without amendment (Rept. No. 2429). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut: Committee on Military Af-
fairs. H. R. 1299. A bill for the relief of William E. Rich;
with amendment (Rept. No. 2431). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. SMITH of Connecticut: Committee on Military Af-
fairs, H. R. 9868. A bill for the relief of Harry J. Somer-
ville; without amendment (Rept. No. 2432)., Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. LUCKEY of Nebraska. A bill (H. R. 10721) to
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, in order
to provide for the payment of parity prices to farmers with
respect to corn and wheat for the portion thereof domes-
tically consumed, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. DOWELL: A bill (H. R. 10722) to authorize the
attendance of the Marine Band at the National Encamp-
ment of the Grand Army of the Republic to be held at
Des Moines, Iowa, September 4 to 8, inclusive, 1938; to the
Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. GREEVER: A bill (H. R. 10723) to amend the

act of May 16, 1930 (46 Stat. 367), entitled “An act to

authorize the disposal of public land classified as tempo-

rarily or permanently unproductive on Federal irrigation
projects”; to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation,

By Mr. McGROARTY: A hill (H. R. 10724) to amend
paragraph (k) of section 303 and paragraph (b) of section
319 of the Communications Act of 1934; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SMITH of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 10725) to
amend the act entitled “An act for making further and more
effectual provision for the national defense, and for other
purposes,” approved June 3, 1916, as amended, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

‘By Mr. McLAUGHLIN: A bill (H. R. 10726) to provide
that the Omaha-Council Bluffs Missouri River Bridge Board
of Trustees shall be composed wholly of public officers; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. SCHAEFER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 10732) to
provide for a term of court at Edwardsville, Ill.; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WHITE of Idaho: Joint resolution (H. J. Res.
694) to create a joint congressional committee to investigate
the adequacy and use of the phosphate resources of the
United States; to the Committee on Rules.
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By Mr. SCRUGHAM: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 695)
to amend a joint resolution entitled “Joint resolution to
authorize the President to extend an invitation to the World
Power Conference to hold the Third World Power Conference
in the United States,” approved August 26, 1935; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. EELLER: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 696) author-
izing the Joint Committee on the Library to procure oil
portraits of former President Herbert Hoover and of Presi-
dent Franklin D. Roosevelt; to the Committee on the
Library.

By Mr. SUMNERS of Texas: Joint resolution (H. J. Res.
697) to create a temporary National Economic Committee;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CULKIN: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 51)
authorizing congressional representation at the exercises inci-
dent to the dedication of the Thousand Islands Bridge across
the St. Lawrence River; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. COLE of New York: A bill (H. R. 10727) granting
an increase of pension to Almira Van Allen; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions. J

By Mr. GRIFFITH: A bill (H. R. 10728) to confer juris-
diction upon the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Louisiana fo determine the claim of D. B.
McElveen; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. MOTT: A bill (H. R. 10729) granting an increase
of pension to Caroline Rhude; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. O'TOOLE: A bill (H. R. 10730) for the relief of
Ziskind Sokolow; to the Committee on Immigration and
Naturalization,

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 10731) for the relief of Mary
Fortune; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BROOKS: A bill (H. R. 10733) for the relief of
Peavy Byrnes Lumber Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions and papers were
laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

52